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(U)  This  is  our  final  report  on  the  Audit  of  DoD's  Support 
to  Drug  Interdiction  Efforts  in  the  U.S.  Pacific  Command.  This 
audit,  a  segment  of  the  overall  Audit  of  DoD's  Support  to 
u  S.  Drug  Interdiction  Efforts,  was  made  from  January  through 
Auaust  1990.  The  objectives  of  this  segment  of  the  audit  were  to 
evaluate  the  support  that  the  U.S.  Pacific  Command  (USPACOM) 
provided  the  law  enforcement  community  in  the  areas  of  detection 
and  monitoring,  loans  of  equipment,  training,  and  operational 
support.  We  also  evaluated  the  role  of  the  Hawaii  National  Guard 
to  determine  if  the  support  it  provided  to  the  .  law  enforcement 
agencies  was  adequate  and  met  the  intent  of  Congress.  Separate 
reports  have  been  issued  on  other  segments  of  the  audit  and  the 
overall  results  of  our  review  of  the  support  provided  by  DoD  to 
the  U.S.  Drug  Interdiction  Program. 

(U)  In  FY  1989,  Congress  mandated  the  initial  funding  of 
$300  million  for  DoD's  counternarcotics  efforts.  In  FY  1990, 
funding  for  counternarcotics  had  increased  to  $877.6  million, 
which  includes  $450  million  mandated  by  Congress  and 
$427.6  million  appropriated  for  normal  DoD  operations  that  also 
benefited  the  counternarcotics  effort. 

(U)  The  audit  showed  that  overall,  USPACOM  has  aggressively 
implemented  its  counternarcotics  mission  in  the  Pacific  region. 
The  emphasis  placed  on  this  new  mission  was  demonstrated  by  the 
Commander  in  Chief,  USPACOM,  when  he  identified  counternarcotics 
as  the  USPACOM' s  "number  one  peacetime  mission."  USPACOM  has 
displayed  a  strong  commitment  to  eliminate  drug  smuggling  in  the 
Pacific  region.  However,  our  audit  identified  problems  in 
USPACOM 's  counternarcotics  program.  The  results  of  the  audit  are 
summarized  in  the  following  paragraphs,  and  the  details,  audit 
recommendations,  and  management  comments  are  in  Part  II  of  this 
report . 


The  Joint  Task  Force  5  (JTF-5)  mission  in  Alameda, 

California,  duplicates  counternarcotics  capabilities  at  other 


USPACOM  activities  and  creates  unnecessary  operational  overhead. 
Furthermore,  the  location  of  JTF-5  in  California  does  not  allow 
it  to  provide  optimum  support  to  the  law  enforcement  community. 
As  a  result,  initial  start-up  costs  of  more  than  $3.2  million  for 
JTF-5  in  FY  1989  and  $5.1  million  in  FY  1990  were  unnecessarily 
incurred,  and  more  than  $15.8  million  was  programmed  for  JTF-5  in 
FY  1991  through  FY  1995  that  could  be  used  more  productively  for 
counternarcotics  efforts  in  other  areas.  In  addition,  the 
proliferation  of  access  to  data  bases  unnecessarily  increased  the 
risk  for  potential  compromise  of  sensitive  counternarcotics 
information.  We  recommended  that  JTF-5  be  disestablished  and 
that  USPACOM,  in  coordination  with  the  law  enforcement  agencies, 
establish  liaison  offices  as  a  means  of  providing  responsive  and 
more  efficient  support  to  the  law  enforcement  community. 
Additionally,  we  recommended  that  the  intelligence  functions  for 
counternarcotics  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  Drug 
Enforcement  Agency's  El  Paso  Intelligence  Center  and  provisions 
be  made  for  future  support  of  the  National  Drug  Intelligence 
Center  (page  5) . 

(U)  The  use  of  ships  and  aircraft  for  dedicated 
counternarcotics  operations  in  the  USPACOM  area  of  responsibility 
was  ineffective.  More  than  $23  million  was  programmed  for  the 
operations  of  the  dedicated  assets  in  FY  1989.  We  recommended 
that  dedicated  counternarcotics  operations  that  are  not  directed 
or  justified  by  intelligence  information  be  discontinued.  We 
also  recommended  that  USPACOM  reprogram  counternarcotics 
operations  that  are  not  commensurate  with  the  counternarcotics 
strategy  issued  by  the  Director,  Central  Intelligence  (page  15). 

(U)  The  counternarcotics  activities  of  the  U.S.  Army, 
Pacific  (USARPAC),  a  USPACOM  Component  command  in  Hawaii,  overlap 
the  congressionally  mandated  mission  of  the  Hawaii  National 
Guard.  Approximately  $600,000  of  USARPAC's  $2.3  million 
counternarcotics  program  for  FY  1990  is  for  counternarcotics 
operations  in  Hawaii.  We  recommended  that  USPACOM  revise  its 
Counternarcotics  Operations  Plan  to  acknowledge  the  lead  role  of 
the  Hawaii  National  Guard  for  counternarcotics  support  in  Hawaii, 
coordinate  the  USARPAC  Counternarcotics  Operations  Plan  with  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard  to  minimize  duplication  efforts  and-  to 
provide  the  most  effective  and  responsive  support  to  the  law 
enforcement  agencies,  and  review  and  adjust  counternarcotics 
funding  accordingly,  (page  21). 

(U)  Based  on  a  referral  from  the  DoD  Hotline,  the  Inspector 
General  Regional  Office  -  Hawaii,  DoD,  reviewed  more  than 
$69  million  in  USPACOM  FY  1990  through  FY  1994  initial  require¬ 
ments  for  counternarcotics-related  programs.  The  audit  and  an 
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internal  USPACOM  review  concluded  that  DoD  guidelines  were  not 
being  followed,  and  many  of  the  proposed  projects  submitted  by 
USPACOM  Component  commands  were  not  supported  by  proper 
documentation.  The  internal  USPACOM  review  identified  and 
deleted  $152  million  in  noncounternarcotics-related  programs. 
After  completion  of  the  USPACOM  review,  we  recommended  the 
cancellation  of  a  $4  million  Secure  Video  Teleconferencing 
System.  This  system,  proposed  for  both  JTF-5  and  the  Fleet 
Intelligence  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California,  was 
unjustified  based  on  its  modest  potential  contribution  to  the 
counternarcotics  mission  (page  27). 

(U)  On  January  31,  1991,  a  draft  of  this  report  was 
provided  to  the  Commander  in  Chief,  USPACOM,  for  comments.  On 
March  30,  1991,  USPACOM  provided  detailed  comments  regarding 
numerous  statements  in  the  draft  report.  These  comments  are 
summarized  and  our  audit  responses  are  provided  in  Part  II  of  the 
report.  On  April  1,  1991,  the  Deputy  Director  for  Operations, 
the  Joint  Staff,  provided  unsolicited  comments  on  the  draft 
report.  Complete  texts  of  managements'  comments  are  included  as 
Appendixes  F  and  Appendix  G. 

(U)  USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  A.l.  stating 
that  if  JTF-5  is  disestablished,  USPACOM  could  not  effectively 
meet  its  obligation  to  support  the  LEA's  during  the  next  2  to 
5  years.  USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  A. 2.  and 
stated  that  it  considers  current  coordination  with  the  LEA's  to 
be  effective.  USAPACOM  also  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  A. 3. 
and  indicated  that  the  relocation  of  its  intelligence  mission 
"would  be  executable  only  after  further  expenditure  of  sunk  costs 
to  retool  the  EPIC  and  to  create  the  National  Center." 

(U)  The  Joint  Staff  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  A.l. 
stating  that  JTF-5  fulfills  a  critical  counternarcotics  role  in 
USPACOM' s  area  of  responsibility.  The  Joint  Staff  did  not 
comment  on  Recommendations  A. 2.  and  A. 3. 

(U)  We  continue  to  support  the  disestablishment  of  JTF-5, 
the  designation  of  liaison  personnel  for  coordinating  with  the 
LEA's,  and  the  relocation  of  the  counternarcotics  intelligence 
operations  of  USPACOM  to  EPIC.  For  reasons  explained  in  Part  II 
of  this  report,  we  maintain  that  benefits  derived  from  the 
consolidation  of  DoD  intelligence  centers  at  EPIC  far  outweigh 
the  disadvantages.  Therefore,  we  request  that  USPACOM  reconsider 
its  position  on  these  recommendations  in  response  to  the  final 
report. 
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(U)  USPACOM  concurred  with  Finding  B  and  Recommenda¬ 
tion  B.l.  stating  that  action  has  been  taken  to  use  intelligence 
as  the  basis  for  conducting  counter  narcotics  operations. 
USAPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  B.2.  and  indicated  that 
the  application  of  broad  national  counternarcotics  strategy  to 
ongoing  day-to-day  counternarcotics  efforts,  conducted  by  any 
unit  or  by  JTF-5,  does  not  recognize  the  tactical  nature  of  these 
operations.  The  Joint  Staff  concurred  with  Recommendation  B.l., 
but  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  B.2.  stating  "it  is  not 
appropriate  to  suggest  that  the  operations  of  any  Unified  command 
should  be  reprogrammed  to  correspond  in  size  and  extent  with  the 
strategy  of  an  outside  agency." 

(U)  We  contend  that  Recommendation  B.2.  is  valid.  However, 
we  have  revised  the  recommendation  to  reflect  that  the  guidance 
was  issued  by  the  Director,  Central  Intelligence,  not  the 
Director,  Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

(U)  USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  C.l.  stating 
"USARPAC  has  not  and  may  not  be  appointed  a  lead  role  over  the 
Guard,  which  is  not  in  the  USCINCPAC  chain  of  command."  USPACOM 
agreed  in  principle  with  Recommendations  C.2.  and  C.3  and  stated 
that  coordination  with  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  has  been 
implemented  since  the  inception  of  USPACOM' s  counternarcotics 
mission.  The  Joint  Staff  concurred  with  Recommendation  C.2.,  but 
did  not  comment  on  Recommendations  C.l.  and  C.3. 

(U)  Based  on  USPACOM 's  comments  on  Recommendation  C.l.,  we 
believe  that  the  intent  of  our  recommendation  was  misinterpreted. 
The  purpose  of  the  recommendation  was  to  establish  a  lead  role 
for  DoD  support  within  Hawaii  and  to  recognize  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  as  having  that  responsibility.  We  did  not 
recommend  that  USARPAC  appoint  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  the  lead 
role  for  counternarcotics  in  Hawaii. 

(U)  USPACOM  agreed  with  the  recommendation  in  Finding  D. 
The  Joint  Staff  did  not  comment. 

(U)  On  April  8,  1991,  USPACOM  provided  updated  funding 
information  in  response  to  monetary  benefits  associated  with 
Finding  A.  The  updated  information  was  submitted  on  a  marked-up 
copy  of  our  appendix  from  the  draft  report.  USPACOM' s  response 
inferred  that  substantial  errors  were  included  in  our  monetary 
benefits  estimate.  To  compile  a  5-year  estimate  of  USPACOM' s 
counternarcotics  operations,  we  extensively  coordinated  with  the 
counternarcotics  section  of  the  intelligence  organization  (J26) 
within  USPACOM.  We  recognize  that  because  of  the  newness  of  the 
mission,  significant  changes  to  the  original  funding  estimates 
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could  occur;  however,  we  strongly  defend  the  estimat  1  n  the 
draft  report  as  the  best  and  most  accurate  information  available 
at  the  time  of  our  audit. 

(U)  Based  on  updated  information  in  USPACOM's  reply,  we 
have  adjusted  our  funding  estimates  and  corresponding  projections 
of  monetary  benefits.  Regarding  monetary  benefits  resulting  from 
.Finding  B,  USPACOM's  comments  indicate  that  costs  of  cued 
operations  have  the  potential  to  exceed  those  of  random  patrol. 
As  a  result,  USPACOM's  actions  to  perform  operations  based  on 
intelligence  demonstrates  a  more  constructive  approach  to 
monitoring  counternarcotics  trafficking  in  the  Pacific. 
Therefore,  we  consider  this  action  to  qualify  funds  expended  for 
operations  to  be  placed  in  the  category  of  "funds  put  to  better 
use. " 

(U)  USPACOM's  comments  on  Finding  C  imply  that  the 
$4.0  million  in  monetary  benefits  associated  with  the 
cancellation  of  the  Secure  Video  Teleconferencing  (SVTC)  was  not 
a  direct  result  of  the  audit.  We  contend  that  the  SVTC  was  a 
funded  F Y  1990  requirement  at  the  time  of  our  exit  conference 
with  the  Deputy,  USCINCPAC.  In  summary,  USPACOM  disagreed  with 
all  of  the  monetary  benefits  in  the  draft  report.  We  request 
that  USPACOM  reconsider  its  position  on  the  monetary  benefits  in 
Appendix  H  in  responding  to  this  final  report.  We  also  request 
that  USPACOM  provide  official  funding  information  regarding  the 
start-up  and  planned  costs  for  JTF-5. 

(U)  The  audit  identified  internal  control  weaknesses  as 
defined  by  Public  Law  97-255,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-123,  and  DoD  Directive  5010.38.  Controls  to  identify 
responsibilities  relating  to  law  enforcement  support  for 
counternarcotics  operations  within  Hawaii  were  not  clearly 
differentiated  between  USPACOM  and  the  Hawaii  National  Guard. 
This  internal  control  deficiency  could  result  in  duplication  of 
effort  or  inefficient  accomplishment  of  law  enforcement  requested 
support.  Recommendations  C.I.,  C.2.,  and  C.3.,  if  implemented, 
will  correct  these  weaknesses.  A  copy  of  this  report  will  be 
provided  to  the  senior  official  responsible  for  internal  controls 
within  USPACOM. 

(U)  DoD  Directive  7650.3  requires  that  all  recommendations 
be  resolved  promptly.  Accordingly,  USPACOM  is  requested  to 
provide  final  comments  on  the  unresolved  issues  in  this  report 
within  60  days  of  the  date  of  this  memorandum.  Recommendations 
and  potential  monetary  benefits  are  subject  to  resolution  in  the 
event  of  nonconcurrence  or  failure  to  comment. 


******UNCLASSIFIED****** 


(U)  The  courtesies  extended  to  the  audit  staff  are 
appreciated.  If  you  have  any  questions  on  this  audit,  please 
contact  Mr.  Charles  M.  Santoni  or  Mr.  Wayne  B.  Winkler  on 
(703)  693-0117  (DSN  223-0117).  Copies  of  this  report  are  being 
provided  to  the  activities  listed  in  Appendix  J. 

Robert  Lieberman 
Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


cc: 

Secretary  of  the  Army 
Secretary  of  the  Navy 
Director,  Joint  Staff 
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SUPPORT  TO  DRUG  INTERDICTION  EFFORTS 
- IN  THE  U.S.  PACIFIC  COMMAND  (UT 

PART  I  -  INTRODUCTION 


Background 

(U)  The  Defense  Authorization  Act,  September  1988,  requires  the 
DoD  to  take  an  active  role  in  the  nation’s  counternarcotics 
efforts.  The  Act  tasked  the  DoDs  to  serve  as  the  lead  Federal 
agency  for  detecting  and  monitoring  aerial  and  maritime  transit 
of  illegal  drugs  into  the  United  States;  to  integrate  the 
dedicated  command,  control,  communications,  and  intelligence 
assets  into  an  effective  communications  network;  and  to  provide 
for  an  enhanced  role  for  the  National  Guard. 

(U)  In  response  to  the  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  directed 
that  the  Unified  Commanders  submit  plans  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  <JCS)  for  carrying  out  the  counternarcotics  mission  in 
their  respective  area  of  responsibility  (AOR).  Five  U.S. 
commands  were  tasked  a  counternarcotics  mission  by  the  JCS:  the 
Atlantic  Command,  the  Pacific  Command,  the  Southern  Command,  the 
North  American  Aerospace  Defense  Command,  and  the  Forces 
Command.  As  lead  Federal  agency  for  detecting  and  monitoring 
aerial  and  maritime  transit  of  illegal  drugs  into  the  United 
States,  DoD  provides  intelligence  and  other  support  to  its 
customers,  the  law  enforcement  community. 

(U)  The  U.S.  Pacific  Command's  (USPACOM)  mandated  role  in  the 
DoD  counternarcotics  mission  began  in  December  1988  with  the 
issuance  of  the  warning  order  from  the  JCS  to  the  Commander  in 
Chief,  USPACOM.  In  response,  USPACOM  developed  a  concept  of 
operations  for  the  implementation  of  the  new  counternarcotics 
mission.  The  concept  of  operations  called  for  the  placement  of 
an  "Anti-Drug  Task  Force"  ( ADTF )  on  the  west  coast  of  the  United 
States.  This  ADTF  would  provide  coordination  with  and  support  of 
the  law  enforcement  agencies  (LEA's)  involved  in  the  counter¬ 
narcotics  mission.  The  concept  of  operations  identified  the 
counternarcotics  threat  in  the  AOR  as  primarily  maritime.  The 
identified  narcotics  threat  was  high-dollar  value  drugs, 
specifically  heroin. 

(U)  The  magnitude  of  the  USPACOM  AOR,  which  is  essentially  the 
Pacific  and  Indian  Oceans,  necessitated  that  a  sophisticated, 
all-source  intelligence  network  be  developed  to  identify 
traffickers  involved  in  smuggling  heroin  into  the  AOR.  The 
all-source  intelligence  network  would  fuse  all  the  various  types 
of  intelligence  (e.g.,  imagery,  signals,  electronic,  human)  into 
a  usable  product  that  would  assist  in  the  follow-on  phases  of  the 
interdiction  and  apprehension  of  traffickers.  The  fusion  of  the 
various  types  of  counternarcotics  intelligence  at  the  ADTF  would 
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require  a  substantial  communications  and  data  base  capability  to 
receive  and  analyze  data  from  the  DoD  and  the  LEA’s  participating 
in  the  counternarcotics  mission. 

(U)  The  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Fleet  (CINCPACFLT),  the 
Naval  component  commander  for  USPACOM,  proposed  that  the  ADTF  be 
located  in  Alameda,  California.  1  Alameda  is  also  the  location  of 
the  Maritime  Defense  Zone  Pacific,  a  U.S.  Coast  Guard  contingency 
command  for  the  CINCPACFLT.  The  Commander  in  Chief,  USPACOM, 
approved  Alameda  as  the  location  for  the  ADTF,  now  referred  to  as 
Joint  Task  Force  5  (JTF-5). 

(U)  As  a  result  of  the  congressional  mandate  for  DoD's  expanded 
role  in  counternarcotics,  the  Commander  in  Chief,  USPACOM, 
identified  counternarcotics  as  the  primary  peacetime  mission. 

Objective  and  Scope 

(U)  The  objective  of  the  audit  was  to  evaluate  the  support  that 
USPACOM  provided  the  LEA's  in  the  detection  and  monitoring  of 
maritime  drug  traffickers,  loans  of  equipment,  training,  and 
operational  support.  We  also  evaluated  the  role  of  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  to  determine  if  the  support  it  provided  to  the 
LEA's  was  adequate  and  met  the  intent  of  the  Congress.  In 
addition,  we  reviewed  the  execution  of  USPACOM's  counternarcotics 
budget  to  determine  if  counternarcotics  funds  were  used 
efficiently  and  effectively.  This  program  results  audit  was  made 
from  January  through  August  1990  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States 
as  implemented  by  the  Inspector  General,  DoD,  and  accordingly 
included  such  tests  of  the  internal  controls  as  were  considered 
necessary.  A  list  of  activities  visited  or  contacted  is  shown  in 
Appendix  I. 

Internal  Controls 

(U)  We  reviewed  internal  controls  related  to  counternarcotics 
requirements  and  justifications,  financial  management,  resource 
management,  support  functions,  and  compliance  with  DoD  directives 
and  instructions,  OSD  guidance,  and  public  law.  The  review 
focused  on  documents  for  FY  1989  and  FY  1990  and  the  period  of 
October  1989  through  February  1990.  Our  objective  was  to 
determine  if  appropriate  internal  controls  were  in  place  to 
ensure  that  USPACOM's  counternarcotics  resources  were  utilized 
efficiently  and  effectively.  In  addition,  a  DoD  Hotline  review. 
Hotline  Control  No.  89-L46022,  identified  a  weakness  in  USPACOM's 
internal  controls  that  allowed  program  requirements  not  directly 
related  to  the  counternarcotics  mission  to  receive  command’s 
approval  as  valid  requirements.  Details  on  the  weaknesses  are 
discussed  in  Part  II  of  the  report. 
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Prior  Audits  and  Other  Reviews 


(U)  In  August  1989,  the  Inspector  General  Regional  Office- 
Hawaii,  DoD,  received  a  DoD  Hotline  complaint  and  subsequently 
initiated  a  limited  review  of  USPACOM's  counternarcotics 
requirements.  The  limited  review  of  six  projects  with 
requirements  totaling  more  than  $69  million  concluded  that  DoD 
guidelines  were  not  being  followed  and  that  many  of  the  proposed 
projects  submitted  by  USCINCPAC  component  commands  could  not  be 
supported  by  proper  documentation.  To  preclude  duplication  of 
effort  during  our  audit,  the  Hotline  review  was  closed  without 
recommendations  for  corrective  action.  During  the  same  time 
frame,  USPACOM  initiated  a  comprehensive  review  of  its 
counternarcotics  requirements.  The  review  resulted  in  USPACOM 
deleting  approximately  $152  million  of  the  $195  million  of 
requirements  that  were  initially  submitted  and  approved  for  the 
period  FY  1990  through  FY  1994.  Finding  D  of  this  report 
addresses  a  deficiency  in  USPACOM' s  requirements  review  process. 
With  the  incorporation  of  the  Counternarcotics  Program  into  the 
Planning,  Programming,  and  Budgeting  System  beginning  in 
FY  1992,  procedures  will  exist  to  validate  projects  for  counter¬ 
narcotics  efforts.  Accordingly,  we  did  not  make  any 
recommendations  concerning  the  establishment  of  additional 
controls  over  the  Counternarcotics  Program. 
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PART  II  -  FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


A.  Joint  Task  Force  5  ( U ) 


FINDING 

(U)  Joint  Task  Force  5  (JTF-5),  a  center  for  fusing  counter¬ 
narcotics  intelligence,  established  at  Alameda,  California, 
duplicates  analyses  of  counternarcotics  information  and 
communication,  manpower,  and  command  and  control  capabilities 
that  exist  at  other  U.S.  Pacific  Command  (USPACOM)  activities; 
creates  an  unnecessary  layer  of  operational  overhead;  and  does 
not  provide  the  degree  or  type  of  counternarcotics  support 
required  by  the  law  enforcement  agencies  (LEA's).  In 
establishing  JTF-5,  alternative  sites  were  not  adequately 
evaluated,  OSD  guidance  on  counter  narcotics  activities  was  not 
complied  with,  and  plans  were  not  adequately  coordinated  with  the 
LEA's.  As  a  result,  $3.2  million  was  expended  in  FY  1989, 
$5.1  million  was  budgeted  in  FY  1990,  and  $15.8  million  was 
programmed  for  FY  1991  through  1995  in  USPACOM' s  Counternarcotics 
Program  without  adequately  documented  justif ication  and  support 
for  the  cost-effectiveness  of  JTF-5  operations.  In  addition,  the 
proliferation  of  access  to  data  bases  unnecessarily  increased  the 
risk  for  potential  compromise  of  sensitive  counternarcotics 
information. 

DISCUSSION  OF  DETAILS 

Background.  On  February  10,  1989,  JTF-5  was  created  to 
serve  as  USPACOM' s  joint  command  element  dedicated  to 
counter narcotics .  Before  the  establishment  of  JTF-5, 
counter  narcotics  functions  were  performed  by  USPACOM  elements 
that  continue  to  perform  those  functions.  At  the  time  of  our 
audit,  the  Intelligence  Center,  Pacific,  was  performing  selected 
aspects  of  the  counternarcotics  intelligence  analysis  function. 


Duplication  of  Capabilities.  According  to  its  mission 
statement,  JTF-5  Is  to  act  as  a  counternarcotics  intelligence 
fusion  center  responsible  for  the  assimilation  and  analysis  of 
all-source  intelligence.  In  addition,  JTF-5  contains  other 
elements  normally  found  in  a  command  structure  (i.e.,  Operations, 
Plans,  Communications,  Logistics,  and  Administration).  An 
intelligence  architecture  was  developed  by  the  Naval  Ocean 
Systems  Center,  San  Diego,  California,  to  support  JTF-5  in  the 
assimilation  and  analysis  of  all-source  intelligence.  The 
purpose  of  this  architecture  was  to  identify  the  capabilities  and 
configuration  of  data  bases  and  communication  systems  required  to 
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perform  intelligence  analyses  and  to  communicate  the  results  to 
the  users.  Approximately  $3.2  million  was  expended  in  FY  1989 
and  $5.1  million  in  FY  1990  for  the  intelligence  architecture  and 
its  supporting  command  structure.  Further,  $15.8  million  has 
been  programmed  for  FY  1991  through  FY  1995  (see  Appendix  A). 

(U)  Once  the  intelligence  architecture  is  in  place,  JTF-S  will 
replicate  many  capabilities  already  in  USPACOM.  The  counter¬ 
narcotics  systems  planned  for  use  in  USPACOM  are  described  in 
Appendix  B.  Six  data  base  terminals  and  communication  systems 
already  in  USPACOM  were  included  in  the  intelligence  architecture 
for  placement  at  JTF-5.  Four  of  the  six  systems  that  will 
replicate  existing  capabilities  are  to  be  procured  for  JTF-5  and 
other  USPACOM  elements.  The  two  other  systems  are  programmed  to 
be  procured  for  placement  in  Hawaii  and  Guam  (see  Appendix  C). 
More  than  $1.4  million  in  Other  Procurement  Navy  funds  and 
Operation  and  Maintenance  funds  were  budgeted  for  these  6  systems 
in  FY  1990,  and  approximately  $1.1  million  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance  funds  has  been  programmed  for  FY’s  1991  through  1995 
(see  Appendix  D). 

(U)  Duplicate  analysis  of  counternarcotics  information  not  only 
makes  inefficient  use  of  resources,  but  also  affects  security. 
Responsible  LEA  personnel  have  expressed  concerns  with  the 
proliferation  of  the  counternarcotics  information  they  furnished 
to  DoD.  We  were  advised  by  LEA  officials  that  sensitive 
counternarcotics  information  historically  had  been  disseminated 
only  to  selected  individuals  on  a  strict  "need-to-knov"  basis. 
The  expansion  of  DoD's  counternarcotics  mission  has  resulted  in 
additional  replication  of  LEA  information.  The  replication 
increases  the  potential  for  loss  of  control  over  the  information 
and  decreases  the  ability  to  readily  track  and  identify  the 
source  of  compromised  information. 

(U)  JTF-5  has  been  authorized  billets  for  69  personnel 
(43  military  and  26  civilian)  to  fully  staff  its  operation.  The 
staff  at  JTF-5  is  augmented  by  personnel  in  other  USPACOM 
elements  also  performing  counternarcotics  duties. 

(U)  To  provide  staffing  as  quickly  as  possible,  JTF-5  was 
initially  staffed  with  personnel  on  temporary  duty  assignment. 
Travel  costs  budgeted  by  USPACOM  for  temporary  duty  assignment 
personnel  totaled  approximately  $830,000  for  FY  1989  and  FY  1990. 
Had  the  counternarcotics  mission  been  performed  within  the 
existing  USPACOM  structure,  this  cost  could  have  been  avoided. 

(U)  Guidance  on  Counternarcotics  Resources.  On  January  6, 
1989,  the  OSD  issued  policy  guidance  to  the  DoD  Components  for 
implementing  the  DoD's  congressionally  mandated  counternarcotics 
mission.  The  guidance  stated  that  DoD  should  "build  on  existing 
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capabilities  and  facilities  and  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and 
expenditure  of  resources.”  Additionally,  the  guidance 

recommended  that  "to  the  maximum  extent  practical ,  limit 
participation,  infrastructure  modifications,  and  system/asset 
procurement  that  will  be  dedicated  to  unique  anti-drug 
activities."  In  December  1988,  when  the  new  counternarcotics 
mission  was  being  assigned  to  the  Unified  Commanders  and  the 
approach  had  not  yet  been  finalized,  an  internal  USPACOM 
memorandum  stated: 

...  we  should  manage  our  role  with  respect 
to  intelligence  support  to  counter-drug 
operations  as  though  it  were  any  other 
adversary  target  with  existing  mechanisms.  We 
have  a  structure  in  place  which  is  capable  of 
detecting  and  monitoring  illegal  drug 
activity.  We  need  only  to  expand  its  tasking 
and  focus.  We  have  also  in  existence  at  IPAC 
(Intelligence  Center,  Pacific]  an  element  that 
can  act  as  the  fusion  center  for  drug  related 
information  and  intelligence.  I  am  firmly 
opposed  to  the  creation  of  a  new  command 
within  USPACOH  for  anti-drug  operations  as  it 
would  serve  only  to  create  unnecessary 
layering  when  we  have  a  perfectly  functional 
C3  Command,  Control,  and  Communications 
structure  in  place. 

(U)  Contrary  to  the  guidance  from  the  OSD  and  the  internal 
counternarcotics  intelligence  capability  assessment,  JTF-5  was 
established  in  Alameda,  California.  Rationale  for  the  decision 
to  establish  JTF-5  external  to  the  USPACOM  headquarters  physical 
structure  was  not  provided  to  the  auditors  by  personnel  at  JTF-5 
or  at  Headquarters,  USPACOM.  In  addition,  during  subsequent 
audit  work  at  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (JCS),  we  were  unable  to 
obtain  documentary  evidence  that  available  alternatives  were 
considered  by  management  when  the  decision  was  made  to  establish 
JTF-5  at  Alameda,  California. 

(U)  Other  Intelligence  Centers.  In  the  September  1989 
"National  Drug  Control  Strategy,"  the  Office  of  the  National  Drug 
Control  Policy  (ONDCP)  proposed  the  establishment  of  a  National 
Drug  Intelligence  Center.  The  primary  purpose  of  the  Center 
would  be  to  "improve  drug  intelligence  capabilities  by  uniting 
U.S.  drug  related  data  and  analysis"  and  to  develop  a 
state-of-the-art  computer  data  base  to  assist  in  the  analysis  of 
drug  trafficking  and  organization  structure.  Further,  the 
charter  of  the  El  Paso  Intelligence  Center  (EPIC),  operated  by 
the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  (DEA)  states  that  EPIC  will  "provide 
a  complete  and  accurate  intelligence  picture  of  drug  movement  by 
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land,  sea  and  air,"  with  a  focus  on  narcotics  trafficking 
destined  for  the  United  States.  The  EPIC  accumulates  data, 
conducts  analyses,  and  provides  tactical  and  operational 
intelligence  to  agencies  with  statutory  law  enforcement 

responsibilities. 

ftn  Coordination  with  LEA’s.  DoD's  mission  in  the  overall 
national  anti-drug  campaign  is  to  support  an  external  group  of 
users,  the  LEA  community.  To  maximize  DoD  support  to  this 
community,  coordination  with  the  LEA's  is  essential.  A  February 
1989,  USPACOM  memorandum  states  "We  are  not  here  to  take  over  the 
AD  [anti-drug]  war  or  tell  the  LEA's  how  to  do  it.  The  LEA's  are 
the  actual  interdictors  of  the  drug  trade,  and  we  are  here  to 
provide  them  with  assistance  in  detection  and  tracking,  but 
ultimately  the  LEA's  are  the  customer."  This  USPACOM  memorandum 
recognizes  that  DoD's  support  should  assist  the  LEA's  in  the 
enforcement  roles  of  apprehension  and  seizure. 

<U)  Based  on  our  audit  work  with  the  LEA's,  we  determined  that  a 
strong  perception  existed  within  the  LEA  community  that  DoD  did 
not  coordinate  sufficiently  with  them  before  deciding  to 
establish  JTF-5.  The  decision  to  locate  JTF-5  at  Alameda, 
California,  was  repeatedly  questioned  by  the  LEA  personnel  we  met 
with  on  the  west  coast.  Most  of  the  western  regional 
headquarters  for  the  LEA's  are  located  in  the  Los  Angeles  and 
Long  Beach  areas,  400  miles  south  of  Alameda.  The  U.S.  Attorney 
for  central  California  expressed  his  concern  in  a  letter  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  over  the  dissolution  of  the 
National  Narcotics  Border  Interdiction  System  (NNBIS)  and  the 
creation  of  JTF-5  in  Alameda.  The  NNBIS  served  primarily  as  a 
coordinating  body  within  the  counternarcotics  community.  The 
U.S.  Attorney  stated,  "it  seems  to  me  nothing  is  gained,  and  much 
is  lost,  by  positioning  the  successor  coordination  activity  far 
away  from  the  heart  of  the  threat." 

(U)  LEA  officials  indicated  that  the  greatest  contributions  that 
DoD  could  make  were  in  the  areas  of  equipment  loans  and  the  use 
of  DoD  bases  and  facilities  rather  than  as  an  operational 
intelligence  fusion  center.  The  LEA  officials  did  not  view  JTF-5 
as  an  element  created  to  facilitate  coordination  with  the  LEA 
community.  In  their  opinion,  the  unilateral  decision  to  place 
JTF-5  in  Alameda  disregarded  the  degree  or  type  of  counter¬ 
narcotics  support  needed  by  the  LEA  community. 

I Conclusion.  When  the  peacetime  counternarcotics 
mission  was  assigned,  USPACOM  decided  to  accomplish  the  new 
mission  by  establishing  an  entity  outside  the  existing  physical 
command  structure.  The  decision  to  locate  JTF-5  in  Alameda  was 
not  supported,  is  contrary  to  OSD  guidance,  and  does  not  provide 
optimum  support  to  the  LEA's.  Based  on  the  capabilities  of  JTF-5 
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and  the  lack  of  a  unique  contribution  to  the  counternarcotics 
effort,  the  establishment  of  JTF-5  at  Alameda,  California,  is  not 
■justified.  We  believe  the  $15.8  million  of  Operation  and 
Maintenance  and  Other  Procurement  Navy  funds  programmed  to 
support  JTF-5  operations  from  FY  1991  to  FY  1995  (Appendix  A)  can 
be  put  to  better  use.  The  Operation  and  Maintenance  portion  of 
the  $15.8  million  includes  funding  for  the  26  civilian  billets 
authorized  for  the  JTF-5.  Had  the  counternarcotics  mission  been 
performed  within  the  existing  USPACOM  structure,  these  civilian 
billets  may  not  have  been  needed.  Our  projection  of  cost 
avoidance  for  FY  1991  through  FY  1995  does  not  include  military 
pay  programmed  for  the  43  military  positions  authorized  for 
JTF-5.  The  military  personnel  can  be  used  as  liaisons  for 
coordinating  counternarcotics  matters  with  the  law  enforcement 
community  and  for  directly  supporting  the  EPIC  and  the  proposed 
National  Drug  Intelligence  Center  with  all-source  drug 
intelligence  related  to  the  Pacific  area  of  responsibility.  This 
integration  would  provide  intelligence  support  in  the  Pacific 
that  compliments  rather  than  duplicates  LEA  and  existing  DoD 
intelligence  centers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION 

(U)  We  recommend  that  the  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific 
Command : 

(U)  1.  Disestablish  the  Joint  Task  Force  5  counter¬ 

narcotics  command  at  Alameda,  California. 

(CJ)  2.  Designate  U.S.  Pacific  Command  personnel  to  act  as 
liaisons  in  the  coordination  of  counternarcotics  matters  with  the 
law  enforcement  community  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the 
requirements  of  and  maximizing  the  support  to  the  law  enforcement 
community . 

(U)  3.  Develop  a  plan,  in  conjunction  with  the  Director, 

Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy;  the  Administrator,  Drug 
Enforcement  Administration;  and  the  DoD  Coordinator  for  Drug 
Policy  and  Support,  to  provide  for  the  inclusion  of  intelligence 
support  for  counternarcotics  by  using  resources  available  upon 
the  disestablishment  of  Joint  Task  Force  5.  This  plan  should 
identify  procedures/processes  for  directly  supporting  the  El  Paso 
Intelligence  Center  and  the  proposed  National  Drug  Intelligence 
Center  with  all-source  drug  intelligence  information  relating  to 
the  Pacific  area  of  responsibility 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS  AND  AUDIT  RESPONSE 

(U)  The  Deputy,  USCINCPAC,  generally  nonconcured  with  the 
finding  and  nonconcurred  with  all  the  recommendations.  Each 
recommendation  is  discussed  below. 
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an  Recommendation  A.l.  USPACOM  stated  that  if  JTF-5  was 
disestablished,  'USPACOM  could  not  effectively  meet  its  obligation 
to  support  LEA'S  during  the  next  2  to  5  years. 

an  Audit  Response.  USPACOM’s  response  did  not  address  the 
concept  of'  consolidation  at  the  EPIC  and  the  resulting  benefits. 
Instead,  USPACOM  identified  concern  for  the  adequacy  of 
operations  over  the  next  2  to  5  years  if  JTF-5  functions  were 
moved  to  EPIC.  It  was  not  the  intent  of  our  recommendation  to 
immediately  terminate  JTF-5  functions.  Although  this  report 
addresses  only  JTF-5,  our  comprehensive  draft  report  entitled, 
"DoD's  Support  to  Drug  Interdiction  Efforts,"  issued  April  22, 
1991,  recommends  consolidating  all  JTF  activities  at  the  EPIC. 
The  comprehensive  report  expands  on  the  benefits  of  DoD  intelli¬ 
gence  consolidation  and  takes  into  consideration  offsetting 
costs.  We  maintain  that  consolidating  DoD  counternarcotics 
intelligence  efforts  at  the  EPIC  can  result  in  significant 
improvements  in  mission  performance  and  efficiency.  Therefore, 
in  response  to  the  final  report,  we  ask  that  USPACOM  reconsider 
its  position  on  disestablishment  of  JTF-5  at  Alameda,  California. 

(U)  Joint  Staff  Comments  on  Recommendation  A.l.  The  Joint 
Staff  nonconcur  red  with  Recommendation  A.l.  because  of  the  unique 
geographical  area  of  responsibility  for  USPACOM  and  stated  that 
JTF-5  provides  critical  and  dedicated  intelligence  support  to  the 
counternarcotics  operation.  The  Joint  Staff  did  not  comment  on 
Recommendations  A. 2.  and  A. 3. 

(U)  Audit  Response.  The  intent  of  Recommendation  A.l.  was 
to  realign  JTF-5  's  functions  within  USPACOM  and  the  EPIC,  not  to 
eliminate  those  functions  entirely.  During  the  audit,  we 
requested  that  the  Joint  Staff  provide  the  options  and  rationale 
considered  for  placing  the  JTF-5  at  Alameda.  We  were  provided 
documentation  supporting  the  placement  decision,  but  not  the 
other  options  considered. 

(U1  Recommendation  A.  2.  USPACOM  stated  that  it  has  been 
coordinating  effectively  with  the  LEA's  for  the  last  2  years  and 
will  continue  to  do  so.  USPACOM  indicated  that  nine  billets  at 
JTF-5  have  been  filled  by  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency,  the  U.S. 
Customs  Service,  and  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

Audit  Response.  Based  on  the  number  of  billets  the 
LEA’s  have  provided  to  "JTF-5,  we  believe  that  JTF-5  has  lost 
sight  of  the  fact  that  the  DoD  is  the  supporting  organization  for 
counter narcotics  operations  in  the  Pacific.  LEA'S  repeatedly 
told  us  of  their  shortages  in  resources  and  personnel  to 
accomplish  their  mission.  Our  recommendation  would  eliminate  the 
billets  supplied  by  the  LEA’s  and  would  further  assist  the  LEA's 
by  providing  USPACOM  staff  to  act  as  liaisons  at  key  LEA 
locations. 
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(U)  Recommendation  A. 3.  USPACOM  stated  that  the  re  Jo-'. 
cf  its  intelligence  mission  would  be  executable  only  after 
incurring  further  sunk  costs  to  "retool"  the  EPIC  and  to  create 
the  National  Drug  Intelligence  Center.  Also,  if  USPACOM  were  to 
relocate  its  counternarcotics  intelligence  operations  at  EPIC,  it 
would  be  farther  removed  from  the  LEA  regional  offices. 

(U)  Audit  Response.  Concern  over  sunk  cost  is  valid; 
however,  it  should  not  preclude  improvements  in  operations  or 
benefits  that  will  be  derived  over  future  years.  The  actual 
recoupment  of  sunk  costs  will  occur  as  a  result  of  significant 
reductions  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  a  separate 
facility.  The  identification  of  inherent  shortfalls  at  EPIC, 
mentioned  in  USPACOM's  response,  are  recognized  by  the  audit 
staff.  The  shortfalls  were  a  key  factor  in  our  suggesting  that 
DoD  consolidate  intelligence  operations  at  the  EPIC.  The 
consolidation  would  enhance  operations  and  assist  the  EPIC  in 
performing  its  chartered  responsibility.  The  USPACOM  liaisons 
proposed  by  Recommendation  A. 2.  will  provide  collocated  support 
to  the  LEA's. 

MANAGEMENT  COHHENTS  ON  OTHER  SUBSTANTIVE  ISSDES 

(U)  USPACOM's  reply  addressed  specific  comments  within  the 
discussion  of  Finding  A  of  the  report.  USPACOM's  detailed 
response  stated  that;  .  JTF-5  is  not  solely  an  intelligence  fusion 
center;  JTF-5  data  bases  are  not  duplicative  of  any  other  in 
USPACOM;  the  funding  figures  for  FY  1991  through  FY  1995  are  in 
error  by  as  much  as  70  percent;  the  only  counternarcotics 
dedicated  staff  in  USPACOM  includes  personnel  at  JTF-5  and  the 
10  personnel  on  the  USCINCPAC  counternarcotics  staff,  along  with 
a  "modest  number"  dedicated  to  the  Joint  Intelligence  Center 
Pacific;  and  that  the  creation  and  location  of  JTF-5  at  Alameda 
was  fully  supported  by  JCS  and  OSD.  USPACOM  also  stated  that  the 
U.S.  Attorney  for  central  California,  who  was  quoted  in  the 
report,  was  the  "sole  critic"  of  the  JTF-5  location.  In 
addition,  USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  the  estimated  potential 
monetary  benefits  resulting  from  the  disestablishment  of  JTF-5. 
USPACOM's  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  F. 

AUDIT  RESPONSE  TO  MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS  ON 
OTHER  SUBSTANTIVE  ISSUES 

(U)  Based  on  USPACOM's  response,  several  minor  adjustments  have 
been  made  to  the  Discussion  of  Details  section  of  Finding  A. 
Audit  comments  addressing  substantive  issues  in  USPACOM's  reply 
follow. 

(U)  It  was  not  our  intent  to  identify  JTF-5  as  exclusively  an 
intelligence  fusion  center,  but  as  a  counternarcotics  center  to 
include  intelligence.  The  importance  of  intelligence  is 
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recognized  in  both  the  JTF-5  architecture  and  its  statement  of 
work.  It  is  in  the  architecture  that  the  JTF-5  function  is 
referred  to  as  the  intelligence  fusion  center  for  the  Pacific. 

(U)  In  the  discussion  portion  of  the  finding,  we  changed 
"duplicative  data  bases"  to  "duplicative  analysis  of 
counternarcotics  information."  However,  based  on  an  October  1989 
U.S.  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Fleet,  message  describing  the 
JTF-5  architecture,  we  maintain  that  there  are  multiple 
counternarcotics  data  base  access  terminals  at  various  elements 
within  USPACOM. 

(U)  In  an  attempt  to  develop  a  comprehensive  5-year  funding 
program  for  JTF-5,  our  research  and  analysis  included  a  review  of 
extracts  from  multiple  documents.  One  of  the  primary  documents 
we  used  in  support  of  our  5-year  funding  projection  for  JTF-5  was 
the  staffing  adjustments  provided  by  USPACOM  personnel  on 
October  31,  1990.  We  have  updated  the  JTF-5  funding  figures  in 
the  final  report  based  on  the  new  funding  information  USPACOM 
provided  on  April  8,  1991.  The  source  of  the  staffing  level 
information  for  JTF-5  in  the  draft  report  was  a  Director  of 
Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Support  memorandum  dated  February  27, 
1990.  Regarding  USPACOM' s  other  comments  related  to  staffing, 
personnel  in  the  Counternarcotics  Section,  within  the  Director  of 
Operations,  identified  seven  billets  dedicated  to  full-time 
counternarcotics  operations  in  USPACOM' s  J-2  and  J-3 
organizations  and  nine  billets  dedicated  to  the  U.S.  Army  Pacific 
counternarcotics  program.  The  63  billets  identified  in  the  draft 
report  were  to  be  distributed  throughout  the  Pacific  Fleet 
according  to  a  message  dated  June  27,  1989,  from  the  Commander  in 
Chief,  Pacific  Fleet.  However,  based  on  the  updated  information 
in  USPACOM's  response  to  the  draft  report,  we  have  revised  the 
personnel  figures  in  the  final  report. 

(U)  USPACOM  references  the  "planning  and  attendant  resource 
actions"  that  were  reviewed  by  authorities  for  the  creation  and 
location  of  JTF-5.  However,  when  we  discussed  this  issue  at  the 
March  1,  1990,  debrief,  the  Deputy,  USCINCPAC,  requested  that  we 
discuss  the  JTF-5  coordination  matter  with  USPACOM's  J-3 
organization.  The  subsequent  discussion  with  J-3  officials 
provided  no  documented  support  for  USPACOM's  position  that  LEA 
coordination  on  placement  of  JTF-5  had  taken  place. 

(U)  USPACOM's  comment  that  the  draft  report  identified  the  U.S. 
Attorney  for  central  California  as  the  sole  critic  of  the  Alameda 
location  is  incorrect.  The  strongest  opponent  to  the  creation  of 
a  separate  counternarcotics  intelligence  organization  at  a  remote 
location  and  the  source  of  the  quote  on  page  7  was  the  USPACOM 
Director  of  Intelligence. 
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(U)  The  audit  staff  extensively  coordinated  with  USPACOM 
personnel  in  developing  a  comprehensive  funding  estimate  of 
USPACOM' s  5-year  Counternarcotics  Program.  The  projected 
monetary  benefits  in  the  draft  report  were  based  on  the  funding 
figures  for  the  5-year  Counternarcotics  Program  provided  by 
USPACOM  personnel  as  of  October  31,  1990.  However,  we  have 
adjusted  the  monetary  benefits  to  reflect  the  updated  funding 
figures  provided  by  USPACOM  on  April  8,  1991. 
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B. 


rounternarcotics  Operations  (U) 

FINDING 


(U)  The  use  of  ships  and  aircraft  to  perform  dedicated 
counternarcotics  missions  in  the  Pacific  area  of  responsibility 
(AOR)  was  ineffective  and  could  not  be  supported  based  on  current 
constraints  on  planning  operational  missions.  This  condition  was 
caused  by  limited  intelligence  information  on  potential 
targets.  As  a  result,  there  were  no  indications  that  the  use  of 
dedicated  assets  was  contributing  to  the  law  enforcement 
agencies'  (LEA's)  primary  mission  of  interdicting  and 
apprehending  drug  smugglers.  USPACOM’s  plan  to  use  those  assets 
in  counternarcotics  operations  will  cost  in  excess  of  $23  million 
annually  for  FT  1990  through  FY  1995. 

DISCUSSION  OF  DETAILS 


fUl  Backqround.  Historically,  the  DoD  has  assisted  LEA's 
in  surveilling  vessels  suspected  of  illegally  transporting 
narcotics.  The  involvement  of  DoD's  operational  elements  in  the 
Pacific  was  expanded  when  the  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
(JCS),  tasked  the  Commander  in  Chief,  USPACOM,  with  the  mission 
of  implementing  counternarcotics  detection  and  monitoring  in  the 
Pacific  AOR.  The  Unified  Commands'  objective  was  to  "demonstrate 
visible  DoD  support  for  this  national  effort."  With  this  tasking 
came  the  perception  that  DoD's  state-of-the-art  systems  should  be 
able  to  target  the  vessels  used  by  the  drug  smugglers. 

USPACOM,  in  coordination  with  JCS,  established  a  program  of 
flying  hours  and  shipping  days  to  detect  and  monitor  the  illegal 
shipment  of  narcotics  within  USPACOM's  AOR.  Specific  aircraft 
have  been  identified  by  the  operations  component  in  USPACOM  for 
use  against  counternarcotics  targets  within  the  AOR.  These 
aircraft  include  the  Navy  P-3  Orion,  the  E-2  Hawkeye,  the 
S-3  Viking,  and  the  Air  Force  E-3  Sentry.  In  addition,  the 
Commander,  JTF-5,  has  the  authority  to  request  that  the  Pacific 
Fleet  ( PACFLT )  provide  ships  for  counternarcotics 
operations.  In  contrast  to  the  aircraft  identified  for 
counternarcotics,  these  ships  are  not  specifically  identified  by 
type  or  class  of  vessel.  When  the  Commander,  JTF-5,  requests  a 
ship,  any  vessel  within  the  discretionary  control  of  PACFLT  may 
be  assigned,  which  allows  the  Commander,  PACFLT,  latitude  in 
scheduling  ships  for  counternarcotics  operations. 

(U)  Concept  of  Operations.  The  concept  of  operations 
developed  by  JTF-5  identifies  the  use  of  dedicated  assets  (i.e«, 
ships  and  aircraft)  primarily  for  their  deterrence  value.  This 
concept  is  comparable  to  the  "cop  on  the  beat"  approach.  That 
is,  the  mere  presence  of  a  ship  or  aircraft  might  act  as  a 
deterrent  to  a  drug  trafficker.  Additional  assets,  from  both  the 
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DoD  and  the  LEA  community  also  perform  this  deterrence  function 
in  conjunction  with  their  normal  operations.  Proactive  or  self- 
initiated  operations,  such  as  the  "cop  on  the  beat”  scenario,  may 
eventually  be  worthwhile  in  the  USPACOM  AOR.  However,  the 
intelligence  capability  of  the  USPACOM  will  have  to  increase 

substantially  for  these  types  of  proactive  missions  to  be 

justified. 

(U)  preliminary  results  of  these  proactive  or  self-initiated 
operations  have  demonstrated  that  arbitrarily  using  aircraft  and 

ships  in  the  USPACOM  AOR  has  been  ineffective  and  costly. 

USPACOM  has  identified  funding  requirements  of  $23  million 
annually  for  the  continuation  of  dedicated  ship  and  aircraft 
operations  beginning  in  FY  1991.  Counternarcotics  operations  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  Navy's  total  ship  and  aircraft 
operations  program  (OPTEMPO).  In  FY  1989  and  FY  1990,  these 
OPTEMPO  funds  were  part  of  the  counternarcotics  program. 

Personnel  at  JTF-S  stated  that,  as  of  the  time  of  our  audit,  no 
seizures  had  been  directly  attributable  to  the  USPACOM  aircraft 
or  ship  operations.  Part  of  the  explanation  offered  by  the 
command  is  the  difficulty  in  attempting  to  interdict  narcotics 
traffic  in  an  AOR  of  about  100  million  square  miles  and  more  than 
5,000  vessels  on  any  given  day. 

Intelligence.  The  importance  of  the  intelligence 
contribution  to  the  counternarcotics  mission  was  substantiated  in 
our  discussions  with  JTF-5  personnel.  Intelligence  is  a 
necessary  ingredient  if  proactive  interdiction  is  to  be 
effective.  Without  vital  intelligence  "tip-offs"  or  "leads"  for 
USPACOM  operations,  the  return  on  the  operational  investment  will 
remain  minimal.  A  USPACOM  message  to  its  subordinate  elements 
states: 

.  .  .  the  key  to  anti-drug  operations  in  the 
Pacific  is  the  development  of  a  superior 
intelligence  gathering  and  analysis 
capability,  and  an  ability  to  respond 
effectively  to  short-fused  intelligence 
cueing.  Preplanned  operations  are  not  as 
likely  to  produce  results  in  the  Pacific  as 
they  are  in  the  Atlantic. 

The  scenario  of  dedicated  aircraft  and  ships  for  use  against 
counternarcotics  targets,  as  envisioned  by  JTF-5,  may  eventually 
prove  worthwhile  in  the  USPACOM  AOR.  Based  on  the  lack  of 
results  and  the  inadequate  intelligence  cueing  available  at  the 
time  of  our  audit,  these  operations  are  premature  and 
unwarranted. 

The  Narcotics  Target.  Narcotics  smugglers  in  the 
t'acitic  may  employ  any  number  of  methods  to  get  illegal  narcotics 
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into  the  United  States.  The  drugs  may  be  concealed  in  luggage, 
carried  aboard  commercial  vessels  or  aircraft,  included  as  part 
of  a  load  on  a  "mother  ship,"  or  concealed  in  a  cargo  container. 
The  Commander,  JTF-5,  has  acknowledged  that,  "in  the  Pacific,  a 
smuggler's  mode  of  transport  is  literally  only  constrained  by  his 
imagination."  JTF-5  is  capable  of  exploiting  only  a  fraction  of 
the  various  smuggling  methods  used  by  traffickers.  Through  a 
memorandum  of  understanding  (MOU),  JTF-5  has  delegated  the  aerial 
detection  and  monitoring  of  narcotics  to  the  North  American 
Aerospace  Defense  Command  (NORAD). 


Personnel  at  JTF-5  determined  that 
narcotics  coming  into  the  United  States  by  air  would  be  on 
commercial  aircraft.  JTF-5  has  no  intelligence  capability  for 
detecting  the  use  of  commercial  aircraft  to  smuggle  drugs  within 
the  Pacific. 

JTF-5  has  directed  its  efforts  against  the  maritime 
smuggler,  or  the  "mother  ship"  scenario.  A  mother  ship,  usually 
under  100  tons  displacement,  carries  narcotics  as  its  sole 
cargo.  Once  it  is  in  position  offshore,  its  cargo  is  transferred 
to  several  smaller  vessels  that  then  smuggle  narcotics  into  port 
for  further  distribution.  By  directing  its  operations  against 
the  maritime  smuggler,  JTF-5  has,  as  a  result,  limited  itself  to 
detecting  and  monitoring  marijuana  smuggling.  Because  of  its 
bulk,  marijuana  is  usually  shipped  by  sea. 

The  focus  on  marijuana  is  contrary  to  the  guidance  issued  by 
the  Director,  Central  Intelligence  (DCI).  In  February  1990,  the 
DCI  ranked  marijuana  as  a  lower  priority  threat  and  directed  that 
programs  against  marijuana  "do  not  warrant  substantial  new 
intelligence  investments."  This  guidance  identified  the 
two  primary  narcotics  threats  as  cocaine  and  heroin.  The 
Commander,  JTF-5,  stated  in  his  testimony  to  Congress  that  small 
quantities  of  these  narcotics  are  highly  profitable  and  are  being 
"concealed  in  cargo  transported  in  legitimate  commercial  shipping 
and  aircraft,  of  in  aerial  and  seaborne  commercial  containers." 
JTF-5  personnel  conceded  that  they  were  unable  to  perform 
detection  and  monitoring  against  those  methods  of  smuggling. 
Instead,  by  using  dedicated  ship  and  aircraft  missions  in 
attempting  to  identify  vessels  fitting  a  marijuana  intelligence 
profile,  JTF-5  has  adapted  the  smuggling  threat  to  fit  its 
current  capabilities. 

(U)  Conclusion.  The  ships  and  aircraft  performing 
dedicated  counter  narcotics  missions  in  the  Pacific  AOR  are  not 
being  used  effectively.  In  addition,  USPACOM's  emphasis  on  the 
marijuana  threat  is  contrary  to  DCI  guidance.  The  intelligence 
information  available  in  USPACOH  is  inadequate  to  develop  and 
schedule  ship  and  aircraft  counternarcotics  operations.  As  a 
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result  over  $23  million  was  programmed  for  FY  1990  ..htough 
FY  1995  with  no  indication  that  the  funded  missions  will 
contribute  effectively  to  the  detection  and  monitoring  of 
narcotics  trafficking. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION 
(U)  We  recommend  that  the  Commander  in  Chief*  Pacific  Command: 

(U)  1.  Discontinue  the  use  of  dedicated  ships  and  aircraft 
to  perform  counternarcotics  operations  that  are  not  directed  or 
justified  by  intelligence  information. 

(U)  2.  Reprogram  counter  narcotics  operations  for  the 
n  s  Pacific  Command  that  are  not  commensurate  with  the 
counternarcotics  strategy  issued  by  the  President  and  reiterated 
by  the  Director*  Central  Intelligence. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS 

(U)  The  USPACOM  concurred  with  Recommendation  B.l.  and 
stated  corrective  actions  have  already  been  taken  to  use 
intelligence  as  the  basis  for  counter narcotics  operations. 
USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  B.2.,  and  stated  that 
the  ranking  of  narcotics  commodities  by  the  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence  applies  to  broad  national  counternarcotics  strategy 
and  funding  decisions.  To  apply  these  criteria  to  ongoing  day- 
to-day  counternarcotics  intelligence  and  interdiction  efforts 
conducted  by  any  unit  or  by  JTF-5  does  not  recognize  the  tactical 
nature  of  these  operations.  JTF-5 's  tactical  task  is  to  detect, 
monitor,  and  track  for  LEA  interdiction,  all  illicit  narcotics 
destined  for  the  United  States. 

(U)  The  Joint  Staff  concurred  with  Recommendation  B.l.,  but 
nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  B.2.  stating  that  a  Unified 
Command  should  not  be  subject  to  reprogramming  that  is  required 
to  correspond  with  the  strategy  of  an  outside  agency. 

AUDIT  RESPONSE 

(U)  USPACOM' s  actions  to  cue  operations  based  on 
intelligence  are  responsive  to  Recommendation  B.l.  Costs 
associated  with  these  operations  are  considered  funds  put  to 
better  use. 

(U)  We  maintain  that  Recommendation  B.2.  is  still  valid. 
USPACOM  needs  to  recognize  that  the  counternarcotics  strategy 
issued  by  the  Director,  Central  Intelligence,  is  based  on  the 
President's  September  1989  National  Drug  Control  Strategy. 
USPACOM's  reply  demonstrates  its  unilateral  approach  to  targeting 
drug  traffic  in  the  Pacific.  We  continue  to  believe  that  DoD 
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would  be  more  effective  in  its  overall  counternarcotics  mission 
if  it  developed  a  comprehensive  program  that  funds  efforts  that 
are  commensurate  with  national  priorities  and  operational 
successes.  USPACOM  needs  to  reassess  its  counternarcotics 
performance  and  adjust  its  operations  to  target  priorities 
commensurate  with  the  National  Drug  Control  Strategy. 
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C.  Hawaii  National  Guard  (U) 


FINDING 

(U)  USPACOM's  counternarcotics  activities  in  the  State  of  Hawaii 
overlap  the  congressionally  mandated  mission  of  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard.  U.S.  Army,  Pacific  (USARPAC)  (formerly  the 
U.S.  Army  Western  Command)  was  designated  by  USPACOM  as  the 
executive  agent  for  counternarcotics  in  Hawaii.  This  designation 
infringes  on  the  legal  responsibilities  of  the  Hawaii  National 
Guard  as  established  in  Public  Law  100-456,  sec.  1105.  As  a 
result,  USARPAC  and  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  received  a  combined 
total  of  §1.31  million  in  FY  1990  for  duplicate  counternarcotics 
operations  in  Hawaii.  This  designation  of  USARPAC  as  executive 
agent  has  confused  the  law  enforcement  community  regarding  the 
source  for  obtaining  DoD  support  for  counternarcotics  operations. 

DISCUSSION  OF  DETAILS 

(U)  Background.  The  Hawaii  National  Guard  (the  Guard)  has 
supported  the  law"  enforcement  community  in  counternarcotics 
operations  within  Hawaii  since  1977.  For  example,  in  1977,  the 
State  of  Hawaii  initiated  and  funded  "Operation  Green  Harvest." 
During  this  operation,  the  Guard  supported  Federal,  state,  and 
local  LEA's  in  eradicating  the  growth,  manufacture,  and 
trafficking  of  illegal  drugs  within  Hawaii.  From  1977  through 
March  1989,  the  State  of  Hawaii  funded  marijuana  eradication 
programs  totaling  more  than  $1.1  million.  This  effort  resulted 
in  the  eradication  of  more  than  two  million  marijuana  plants 
valued  in  excess  of  $1.0  billion.  In  FY  1989,  the  Guard  received 
and  spent  more  than  $250,000  to  accomplish  its  counternarcotics 
plan.  For  FY  1990,  the  Guard  received  $710,000  to  support  the 
LEA's.  As  of  January  31,  1990,  $111,000  had  been  expended. 
USARPAC  received  approximately  $2.3  million  in  FY  1990  for  its 
involvement  in  USPACOM's  cOunternarcotics  mission.  Of  that 
amount,  approximately  25  percent  ($600,000)  was  designated  for 
"State  of  Hawaii  initiatives"  that  support  the  LEA  community  in 
Hawaii . 

(U)  Congressional  Direction.  On  September  29,  1988, 
Congress  passed  the  Defense  Authorization  Act,  which  mandates  an 
enhanced  role  for  the  Guard  in  drug  interdiction  and  law 
enforcement.  The  Act  states  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
provide  funding  assistance  to  the  Governors  of  states  that  submit 
plans  for  using  their  National  Guard  for  counternarcotics 
interdiction  and  enforcement  operations.  In  addition,  the  Act 
states : 


Nothing  shall  be  construed  as  a  limitation  on 
the  authority  of  any  unit  of  the  National 
Guard  of  a  state,  when  such  unit  is  not  in 
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federal  service,  to  perform  law  enforcement 
functions  authorized  to  be  performed  by  the 
National  Guard  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
concerned. 

(U)  During  congressional  testimony,  the  DoD  Coordinator  for  Drug 
Enforcement  Policy  and  Support  stated,  "...the  Defense 
Authorization  Act  provided  for  an  enhanced  role  for  the  National 
Guard,  under  the  direction  of  State  Governors,  to  support  state 
drug  interdiction  and  law  enforcement  operations."  Th$  Defense 
Authorization  Act  of  1988  did  not,  however,  authorize  DoD  to 
become  an  active  participant  in  counternarcotics  activities  in 
any  one  state  or  territory. 

(U)  CINCPAC  Assignment  of  USARPAC.  An  Operations  Order 
entitled,  "Enhanced  Level  of  Effort  for  Counternarcotics," 
October  15,  1989,  assigned  USARPAC  the  role  of  providing  DoD's 
support  to  the  LEA's  in  Hawaii.  In  this  role,  USARPAC  has  the 
ability  to  task  resources  of  other  USPACOM  subordinate  commanders 
to  perform  counternarcotics  missions  in  Hawaii.  However,  there 
was  no  indication  that  USPACOM  coordinated  with  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  before  designating  USARPAC  as  the  supporting 
commander  in  Hawaii.  The  lack  of  coordination  has  lead  to  an 
overlap  in  the  counternarcotics  missions  of  the  Hawaii  National 
Guard  and  USARPAC. 

(U)  The  USARPAC  Counternarcotics  Operations  Plan  ( OPLAN ) 
identifies  the  support  to  be  provided  to  the  LEA's  as  the 
"...detection  and  monitoring  of  illegal  narcotics  entering  the 
USPACOM  AOR,  and  ...assistance  in  the  eradication  of  illegal  drug 
crops  grown  within  the  U.S.  and  U.S.  Territories...."  in 
addition,  the  OPLAN  makes  provisions  for  USARPAC  to  support  the 
LEA's  in  training,  equipment  loans,  education  programs,  and 
operations,  which  duplicates  the  support  provided  under  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard's  operations  plan.  For  example,  USARPAC 
became  involved  in  the  marijuana  eradication  program  in  1989. 
Marijuana  eradication  has  historically  been  one  of  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard's  missions.  Another  example  is  that  both  USARPAC 
and  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  operations  plans  include  provisions 
for  surveillance  and  reconnaissance  support.  Although  the 
involvement  of  USARPAC  in  selected  operations  may  be  necessary, 
the  support  identified  in  the  USARPAC  counternarcotics  OPLAN 
should  be  provided  only  when  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  determines 
that  it  is  unable  to  provide  the  support  requested.  USARPAC 's 
support  to  the  LEA's  should  complement,  not  duplicate,  the 
support  provided  by  the  Hawaii  National  Guard. 

(U)  The  support  USARPAC  provides  to  the  LEA’s  in  Hawaii  has 
certain  inherent  limitations.  For  example,  legal  restrictions 
imposed  by  the  Posse  Comitatus  Act  U.S. C.,  title  18, 
sec.  1385,  on  active  duty  military  personnel  prevent  USARPAC  from 
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exercising  police  powers  within  the  United  States.  These 
restrictions  are  not  binding  on  the  Guard  when  it  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Governor  of  Hawaii  and  is  not  federalized 
under  the  provisions  of  U.S.C.,  title  32,  sec.  502.  Guard 
personnel  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Hawaii  can  exercise  police  powers  to  enforce  laws.  It  is  not 
prudent  to  assign  active  duty  military  personnel  missions  that 
have  a  high  potential  of  requiring  the  exercise  of  police  powers, 
when  appropriate  Guard  personnel  are  available  and  already 
assigned  such  missions. 

(U)  USARPAC  also  overlaps  the  mission  of  the  Guard  in  providing 
training  support  to  the  LEA'S.  For  example,  the  Drug  Enforcement 
Administration  initiated  a  request  for  instruction  in  helicopter 
rappelling.  The  request  for  training  went  to  USARPAC  in  its  role 
as  the  executive  agent.  However,  based  on  the  type  of  support 
specified  in  the  Guard's  plan,  the  request  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Guard.  The  Guard's  plan  was  the  result  of  a 
coordinated  effort  between  the  Guard  and  the  LEA's  in  Hawaii  and 
was  subsequently  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  National  Guard 
Bureau.  USARPAC  should  become  involved  only  when  the  Guard 
determines  it  is  unable  to  provide  the  support  requested.  The 
involvement  of  USARPAC  in  the  counternarcotics  efforts  in  Hawaii 
has  caused  the  LEA's  to  be  confused  in  where  to  request  support 
for  counternarcotics  efforts.  A  comparison  of  excerpts  from  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard  Drug  Enforcement  Support  Plan  and  the 
USARPAC  Counternarcotics  OPLAN  is  presented  in  Appendix  E.  The 
Appendix  shows  the  duplication  of  planned  objectives  between  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard  and  USARPAC. 

(U)  Conclusion.  Based  on  the  congressional  mandate  for  the 
enhanced  involvement  of  the  Guard  in  the  DoD  counternarcotics 
mission,  it  is  neither  effective  nor  efficient  to  have  the  Guard 
and  USARPAC  performing  essentially  the  same  mission.  The  Guard 
should  be  designated  as  the  "lead  agent"  for  counternarcotics 
support  to  the  LEA's  in  Hawaii.  The  Guard  is  in  a  better 
position  to  determine  if  and  when  LEA  requests  should  be 
forwarded  to  USARPAC  or  when  accomplishment  by  USARPAC  would  be 
more  cost-effective. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION 

(U)  We  recommend  that  the  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific 
Command,  direct  the  Commander,  U.S.  Army,  Pacific,  to: 

(U)  1.  Revise  the  U.S.  Army,  Pacific,  Counternarcotics 
Operations  Plan  to  acknowledge  the  lead  role  of  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  for  counternarcotics  support  to  the  LEA's  within 
Hawaii . 
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(U)  2.  Coordinate  the  U.S.  Army,  Pacific,  Counter  a.-. 

Operations  Plan  with  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  to  minimize 
duplication  of  effort  and  to  provide  maximum  support  to  the  law 
enforcement  agencies  in  Hawaii. 

(U)  3.  Review  and  adjust  the  funding  for  counternarcotics 

support  to  accurately  reflect  the  level  of  support  to  be  provided 
based  on  actions  resulting  from  the  implementation  of 
Recommendation  C.2. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS 

(U)  USPACOM  nonconcurred  with  Recommendation  C..1.  and  stated 
that  it  cannot  appoint  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  for  marijuana 
eradication  operations  within  the  state,  because  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  is  not  in  the  USPACOM  chain  of  command.  USPACOM 
agreed  in  principle  with  Recommendations  C.2.  and  C.3.,  but 
maintained  that  procedures  for  coordination  between  USARPAC  and 
the  Hawaii  National  Guard  have  been  implemented  since  the 
inception  of  USPACOM' s  counternarcotics  mission  in  1989.  USPACOM 
also  stated  that  there  were  factual  errors  in  the  finding  and  the 
discussion  section  which  lead  to  erroneous  conclusions.  USPACOM 
provided  comments  on  various  points  in  those  sections. 

(U)  The  Joint  Staff  concurred  with  Recommendation  C.2.,  but  did 
not  comment  on  Recommendations  C.l.  and  C.3. 

AUDIT  RESPONSE 

(U)  USPACOM  misinterpreted  the  intent  of  Recommendation  C.l.  We 
stated  that  the  USPACOM  Counternarcotics  OP LAN  should  acknowledge 
the  lead  role  of  the  Hawaii  National  Guard.  We  did  not  recommend 
that  USCINCPAC  appoint  the  Hawaii  National  Guard  to  lead 
marijuana  eradication  operations  as  indicated  in  USPACOM' s 
response.  The  Hawaii  National  Guard  should  be  recognized  as  the 
primary  contact  for  LEA  coordination  within  Hawaii  for  both  legal 
and  practical  purposes.  The  Hawaii  National  Guard  and  USARPAC 
perform  certain  missions  that  are  similiar.  Implementation  of 
the  recommendation  will  result  in  less  confusion  for  the  LEA's 
regarding  which  organization  to  initially  contact  for  support  and 
a  more  focused  coordinated  effort  targeting  counternarcotics. 
Therefore,  we  believe  that  Recommendation  C.l.  remains  valid. 

(U)  Regarding  Recommendation  C.2.,  our  discussion  with  senior 
level  National  Guard  personnel  indicated  that  comprehensive 
coordination  of  counternarcotics  plans  between  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  and  USARPAC  had  not  taken  place.  If  formal 
coordination  of  the  plans  was  accomplished,  either  before  or 
after  our  audit,  we  ask  that  USARPAC  identify  the  procedures  and 
provide  the  appropriate  documentation  and  dates  on  which  the 
coordination  was  accomplished. 
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(U)  Regarding  Recommendation  C.3.,  we  request  that  any  funding 
adjustments  resulting  from  coordination  of  the  plans  be 
identified  in  response  to  this  final  report. 

fU)  We  reviewed  USPACOM's  extensive  comments  on  Finding  C  and 
did  not  find  any  pertinent  information  to  substantiate  its 
assertion  that  our  facts  were  erroneous  or  our  conclusions, 

inval id . 
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D.  Counternarcotics  Requirements  (U) 

FINDING 

(U)  The  USPACOM  submitted  requirements  in  its  FY  1989  budget  and 
FY  1990-1994  Counternarcotics  Program  that  either  were  unrelated 
to  the  detection  and  monitoring  of  drug  trafficking  or  did  not 
support  the  LEA's  counternarcotics  efforts.  Internal  controls 
over  the  counternarcotics  requirements  validation  process  were 
nonexistent,  and  supporting  documentation  was  inadequate  for  the 
submitted  requirements.  As  a  result/  more  than  $152  million  of 
the  $195  million  in  counternarcotics  requirements  submitted  by 
the  USPACOM  Component  commands  were  identified  as  being  invalid 
and  unrelated  to  the  counternarcotics  mission.  In  addition,  the 
FY  1991-1995  Counter narcot ics  Program,  developed  by  the  USPACOM, 
includes  a  $4  million  project  that  does  not  contribute  to  the 
Counternarcotics  Program. 

DISCUSSION  OF  DETAILS 

(U)  Background,  On  December  20,  1988,  the  JCS  advised  the 
Unified  Commanders  that  $300  million  in  the  FY  1989  DoD  budget 
had  been  identified  for  the  counternarcotics  effort. 
Approximately  $260  million  of  the  $300  million  would  be  available 
for  DoD  use,  and  the  remainder  would  be  used  to  support  the 
Guard.  The  JCS  requested  each  Unified  Commander  tasked  with  a 
counternarcotics  mission  to  submit  a  "Commander’s  Estimate" 
forecasting  the  funds  required  to  support  the  counternarcotics 
detection  and  monitoring  mission.  These  estimates  were  to  be 
carefully  considered  by  the  JCS  in  formulating  recommendations 
for  distribution  of  the  $260  million.  In  response  to  the  JCS 
tasking,  USPACOM  developed  three  possible  courses  of  action: 
status  quo,  increased  operations  at  current  funding  levels,  or 
increased  operations  in  anticipation  of  increased  funding.  The 
estimates  were  to  be  provided  to  the  JCS  by  December  23,  1988. 

(U*  Requirements.  The  Component  commands  of  USPACOM  were 
advised  on  December  20,  1988,  that  $260  million  would  be 

available  in  FY  1989  for  counternarcotics  operations  and  were 
requested  to  provide  estimates  of  funding  required  to  support  the 
detection  and  monitoring  mission.  Component  command  estimates 
would  be  utilized  to  develop  the  USPACOM  counternarcotics 
program.  We  were  advised  by  a  senior  USPACOM  official  that  many 
of  the  Components  perceived  this  as  an  opportunity  to  subsidize 
some  noncounternarcotics  efforts  struggling  for  funding 
approval.  USPACOM  submitted  requirements  for  counternarcotics 
totaling  $22.3  million  in  FY  1989  and  $108  million  in  the 
FY  1990-1994  Counternarcotics  Program. 

(U)  On  August  23,  1989,  the  Inspector  General  Regional  Office- 
Hawaii,  DoD,  received  a  DoD  Hotline  complaint  and  subsequently 
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initiated  a  limited  review  of  USPACOM’s  counternarcotics 
requirements.  The  DoD  Hotline  complaint  alleged  that  USPACOM’s 
4y  1990-1994  Counternarcotics  Program  contained  several  invalid 
Projects.  A  DoD  Hotline  Report  (Hotline  Control  Mo.  89-L46022), 
January  25,  1990,  concluded  that  there  was  merit  to  the 

e.llegation.  A  review  of  six  proposed  counternarcotics  projects, 
Totaling  more  than  $34  million,  disclosed  that  DoD  guidelines 
Were  not  being  followed.  In  addition,  many  of  the  proposed 
Projects  submitted  by  the  USPACOM  Component  commands  were  not 
Supported  by  proper  documentation  and  were  unrelated  to  the 
;ounter narcotics  mission.  Further,  no  documentation  identified 
Either  the  Component  command  officials  responsible  for  sponsoring 
:he  projects  or  the  officials  that  reviewed  and  approved  funding 
for  the  projects. 

(U)  During  the  same  time  frame,  actions  were  taken  by  USPACOM  to 
improve  management  control  over  its  Counternarcotics  Progam. 
USPACOM  reviewed  the  proposed  counternarcotics  projects  submitted 
by  the  Component  commands  and  concluded  that  projects  totaling 
$152  million  included  in  USPACOM’s  FY  1990-1994  Counternarcotics 
Program  were  invalid.  As  a  result,  these  projects  were  not 
included  in  USPACOM's  FY  1990  budget  and  FY  1991-1995 
Counternarcotics  Program. 

(U)  On  November  3,  1989,  USPACOM  Component  commands  were 

required  to  submit  new  counternarcotics  projects  for  the  FY  1990 
budget  and  the  FY  1991-1995  Counternarcotics  Program.  Each 
project  submitted  was  evaluated  to  ensure  there  was  a  direct 
contribution  to  USPACOM’s  counternarcotics  mission.  At  the  time 
of  our  audit,  counternarcotics  projects  were  reflected  in 
USPACOM’s  proposed  FY  1990  budget  and  FY  1991-1995  Counter¬ 
narcotics  Program  and  totaled  $28  million  and  $47  million, 
respectively.  In  December  1990,  USPACOM  revised  its  FY  1990 
budget  request  to  $13.8  million.  USPACOM  was  not  required  to 
submit  an  FY  1991-1995  Counternarcotics  Program. 

(U)  Although  USPACOM  evaluated  each  project's  applicability  to 
the  counternarcotics  mission,  formal  procedures  and  internal 
controls  for  reviewing  and  approving  the  counter narcotics 
projects  were  not  utilized.  As  a  result,  there  was  no  assurance 
the  inclusion  of  invalid  projects  in  the  USPACOM  Counter  narcotics 
Program  would  not  reoccur.  For  example,  a  project  deleted  during 
the  USPACOM  development  of  the  FY  1991-1995  Counternarcotics 
Program  was  later  included  without  adequate  justification, 
review,  or  approval.  The  project  was  initiated  by  the  Pacific 
Fleet,  (PACFLT)  for  Secure  Video  Teleconferencing  (SVTC) 
connectivity.  SVTC  provides  the  capability  for  participants  in  a 
telephone  call  to  view  each  other  and  to  transfer  briefings, 
photographs,  imagery,  and  drawings.  The  project  was  initially 
included  in  the  FY  1990-1994  Counternarcotics  Program,  but  was 
unfunded.  Although  the  project  was  not  originally  included  by 
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'USPACOM  in  the  FY  1991-1995  Counternarcotics  Program,  PACFLT 
subsequently  identified  a  requirement  to  have  SVTC  connectivity 
with  JTF-5  in  Alameda,  California,  and  the  Fleet  Intelligence 
Training  Center,  Pacific,  in  San  Diego,  California.  The 
requirement  was  forwarded  to  JCS  by  USPACOM  and  funded  for 
FY  1990.  The  secure  facsimile  and  communications  capabilities 
that  the  SVTC  provides  can  also  be  obtained  by  using  a  Secure 
Telephone  Unit  III  and  a  secure  facsimile.  Both  JTF-5  and  the 
Fleet  Intelligence  Training  Center,  Pacific,  have  programmed 
funds  to  procure  the  Secure  Telephone  Unit  III  and  secure 
facsimiles.  The  6-year  projected  operation  and  maintenance  costs 
of  the  SVTC  is  $4  million  for  FY  1990  through  FY  1995. 

(U)  Although  the  PACFLT  staff  briefed  the  USPACOM  staff  on  the 
new  SVTC  requirement,  there  was  no  documentation  available  to 
identify  the  PACFLT  official  responsible  for  development  of  the 
project  or  the  USPACOM  official  who  reviewed  and  approved  the 
project  for  the  FY  1991-1995  Counternarcotics  Program.  Further, 
there  was  no  documentation  justifying  that  the  SVTC  supported  the 
DoD  counternarcotics  mission.  PACFLT  officials  stated  that  JTF-5 
would  be  receiving  the  SVTC,  "if  not  this  year,  next;  if  not  next 
year,  the  following."  It  is  the  auditors'  opinion  that  PACFLT 
used  the  USPACOM  Counternarcotics  Program  as  a  source  of  funding 
for  a  project  that  should  be  funded  through  normal,  noncounter¬ 
narcotics  program  channels. 

(U)  Conclusion.  The  requirements  review  process  for  the 
counter narcotics  program  within  the  USPACOM  did  not  provide  an 
adequate  degree  of  oversight.  Although  USPACOM  took  corrective 
actions  to  review  the  counternarcotics  project  requirements  and 
the  validity  of  USPACOM  project  submissions,  we  subsequently 
identified  a  project  that  should  not  have  been  funded  in  the 
Counter narcotics  Program,  With  the  incorporation  of  the 
Counternarcotics  Program  into  the  Planning,  Programming,  and 
Budgeting  System  beginning  in  FY  1992,  procedures  will  exist  to 
validate  projects  for  counternarcotics  efforts.  Accordingly,  we 
are  not  making  any  recommendations  concerning  the  establishment 
of  controls  over  the  Counternarcotics  Program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTIOH 

(U)  We  recommend  that  the  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific 
Command,  cancel  the  counternarcotics  funding  of  the  project  to 
provide  Secure  Video  Teleconferencing  connectivity  to  Joint  Task 
Force  5  and  the  Fleet  Intelligence  Training  Center,  Pacific. 


MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS 

(U)  USPACOM  concurred  with  the  recommendation,  but  took 
exception  to  the  assertion  that  the  audit  team's  efforts  and 


29 


*****  ^classified****** 


******  UNCLASS I F I £D*  *  *  *  *  * 


those  of  the  Inspector  General  Regional  Office  -  Hawaii,  DoD,  had 
^  direct  causal  relation  to  an  ongoing  USPACOM  review  of  the 
counternarcotics  resource  program.  USPACOM  provided  extensive 
comments  addressing  this  issue  and  the  accuracy  of  the  financial 
information  included  in  the  report. 

AUDIT  RESPONSE 

(U)  Although  USPACOM  concurred  with  the  recommendation  in  its 
transmittal  memorandum,  the  supplemental  information  provided  in 
an  enclosure  of  the  response  implies  that  the  cancellation  of  the 
SVTC  and  the  corresponding  $4  million  claimed  as  funds  put  to 
better  use  were  not  a  direct  result  of  the  audit.  At  the  time  of 
our  exit  conference  with  the  Deputy,  USCINCPAC,  the  SVTC  remained 
a  funded  FY  1990  requirement,  and  we  contend  that  the  report 
accurately  reflects  that  status.  Therefore,  we  are  still 
claiming  $4.0  million  for  the  SVTC  as  a  monetary  benefit  (see 
Appendix  H) . 

(U)  Further,  in  November  1990,  we  were  advised  by  the 
Comptroller's  Office,  USPACOM,  that  the  SVTC  was  reintroduced  as 
a  requirement  in  the  FY  1991  Counternarcotics  Program,  and  we 
were  requested  to  provide  a  preliminary  draft  of  our  position  on 
the  SVTC.  We  were  advised  by  USPACOM  Comptroller  personnel  that 
the  audit  position  was  used  to  justify  the  cancellation  of  the 
SVTC  resubmission. 

(U)  Regarding  the  accuracy  of  the  financial  information  included 
in  the  finding,  the  financial  data  presented  in  the  draft  report 
reflected  the  most  current  information  available  at  the  time  of 
our  audit.  The  information  was  provided  by  USPACOM  personnel. 
For  financial  data  that  USPACOM  has  revised  subsequent  to  our 
audit,  we  have  adjusted  the  final  report  accordingly. 
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SUMMARY  OF  JOINT  TASK  FORCE  5  START-UP  COSTS 

_ AMD  PLANNED  COSTS  (U) _ _ 

($  In  Million*) 
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Note:  The  source  of  the  funding  information  was  the  Deputy,  U.S.  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific,  April  8,  1991 

response  to  the  draft  report* 


This  page  was  left  out  of  original  document 
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SYSTEM  DESCRIPTIONS 


CHST-N 


CSP 


FIST/ 

FIST-III 


JMIE 


(U)  The  Collection  Management  Support  Tools  -  Navy  is  a 
collection  management  tool  that  supports  comparison 
capability  and  availability  of  resources;  maintenance  of  a 
collection  management  register;  generation  of 
multidiscipline  collection  requests;  access  to  national  on¬ 
line  data  bases;  an  external  gateway  to  the  Automatic 
Digital  Network  (AUTODIN);  and  a  way  to  monitor  external 
collection  actions,  local  data  bases,  word  processing,  and 
station-to-station  mail.  This  system  is  in  use  in  the  U.S. 
Pacific  Command  (USPACOM). 

(U)  The  Communications  Support  Processor  provides  the  General 
Service/Special  Intelligence  AUTODIN  service  to  the 
counternarcotics  processors.  This  system  is  in  use  in 
USPACOM. 

(U)  Fleet  Imagery  Support  Terminal  Dedicated  Circuitry 

provides  the  communications  lines  to  communicate 
drug-related  imagery  within  the  USPACOM.  The  Fleet  Imagery 
Support  Terminal  III  is  a  low-cost,  compact  version  of  a 
digital  imagery  manipulation  and  duplex  (send  and  receive) 
transfer  system  that  has  been  used  in  USPACOM  since  1983. 

(U)  The  Joint  Maritime  Intelligence  Element  provides  the 
primary  system  interface  with  the  law  enforcement 

cooxnuni ty,  access  to  non-military  data  bases,  and 
analy s t-to-anal y s t  exchange  capabilities.  Because  this 
system  contains  law  enforcement  data  that  DoD  cannot  have 
access  to,  non-DoD  personnel  are  required  to  operate  the 
system. 


Classified 

System 


USPACOM  has  a  test  system  on  loan  from  the  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency  that  is  being  used  as  part  of  USPACOM' • 
domestic  marijuana  detection  program. 
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SYSTEM  DESCRIPTIONS  (Continued) 


OPUS 


(U)  The  OSIS  (Ocean  Surveillance  Intelligence  System)  Prototype 
Upgrade  System  is  an  automated,  secure,  all-source 
intelligence  processing,  analysis,  and  reporting  system. 
This  system  supports  a  broad  range  of  ocean  surveillance 
analyses  and  reports  (summary,  advisory,  and 
event-by-event).  This  system  is  in  use  in  USPACOM. 
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APPENDIX  C 


1/  USPACOM  -  U.S.  Pacific  Command  4/  CHST-H  -  Collection  Management  Support  Tools  -  Navy 

2/  OPUS  -  Ocean  Surveillance  Intelligence  5/  FIST/FIST-III  -  Fleet  Imagery  Support  Terminal 

System  Prototype  Upgrade  System  Dedicated  Circuitry,  Fleet  Imagery  Support  Terminal  III 

3/  JMIE  -  Joint  Maritime  Intelligence  6/  CSP  -  Communications  Support  Processors 

Element  7/  MSI  -  Multi-Spectral  Imager 


This  page  was  left  out  of  original  document 


SYSTEM  PROCUREMENT  AMP  OPERATIHC  COSTS  (U) 

($  In  Thousand*) 

OPN  O&M  ' 

PY  1990  FY  1990  FY  1991  FY  1992  FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1993 


Totals 


$223 


$223 


$204  $204  $204 


FY  1990:  OPN  $  959 

O&M  $  474 

Total  $M33 


FY  1991-1995:  O&M  $1,058 
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<u> 

Are*  of 
Dupl icat ion 

Ground 

Reconnaisance 


Aerial 

Reconnaissance 


Training 


Equipment 

Support 


*  Commander  U. 


AREAS  OF  DUPLICATION  BETWEEN  THE  HAWAII  NATIONAL  GUARD 
AHD  THE  UNITED  STATES  A&KY  COMMAND.  PACIFIC  (U) 


Excerpcs  from  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard 
Drug  Enforcement  Support  Plan 

Annex  E:  (Ground  Reconnaissance 
Operations)  Based  on  intelligence 
and  request  for  support  from  a 
law  enforcement  agency,  Soldiers 
will  search  a  given  area  for 
cultivated  marijuana  or  other 
drug  operations* 


Annex  F:  (Aerial  Search  Operations) 
...Soldiers  will  search  a  given 
area  for  cultivated  marijuana  or 
other  drug  operations* 


Annex  G:  (Aerial  Transportat ion) 
...  guidance  for  planning, 
training  and  implementation  for 
aerial  transportation  of  law 
enforcement  officials  into 
amount  of  marijuana  cultivated 
areas* 


Annex  E:  (Aerial  Search  Operations) 
provides  for  equipment  support 
in  conjunction  with  operations 
that  have  been  coordinated  with 
the  law  enforcement  agencies. 


Excerpts  from  the 
CDRWESTCOM  * 
Counternarcotics  OFLAN 

Plan  Summary:  ...  at  the 
request  of  local  law 
enforcement  agencies 
WESTCOM  [Western  Command) 
as  the  USCINCPAC  [United 
States  Commander  in  Chief, 
Pacific)  Supported  Commander, 
...  Assistance  will  also 
be  given  to  operations 
to  eradicate  illegal 
drug  crops* 

Appendix  9  to  Annex  C: 

The  use  of  Army  tactical 
air  reconnaissance  •*.  will 
not  be  tasked  to  provide 
intelligence  gathering  for 
counternarcotics  opera t ions 
unless  authorized  by  higher 
headquarters* 

Basic  Plan: 

Supervise  and  assist 
in  training  of  LEA  (Law 
Enforcement  Agency],  in 
military  skills  appli¬ 
cable  to  counternarcotics 
OPS  [Operations ] .  Examples 
of  this  would  include  practical 
training  in  rappelling, 
partrolling*  * • • 

Basic  Plan:  Military  equip¬ 
ment  may  be  used  by  local 
LEAs  in  Counternarcotics 
Operations* 


.  Army  Western  Command,  currently,  the  Commander,  U.S*  Army,  Pacific 
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COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF,  US.  PACIFIC  COMMAND 
(USC1NCPAO 

CAMP  KM.  SMOH  HAWAII  Md«  1  -9023 

J01 

MOO 

Ser  0190-91 
00  K*r  91 


Its:  Director,  Readiness  and  Operation  Support  Directorate,  Office  of  the 

Inspector  General,  Department  of  Defense 

SUbj:  DRAFT  AUDIT  REFCKT  ON  SUPPCKT  TO  CRJG  IKTETOICnCN  EFFCRIS  IH  THE  U.S. 
PACIFIC  (XM4AM)  (PROJECT  NO  9R00052.02) 

Jtef :  (a)  DcDIG  Haao  fcr  Ocsamander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific  Ocraaand,  dtd  30  Jan 

91 

thcl:  (1)  Specific  Ccraaerrts,  DoOIG  Project  9RCH3052.02 

1.  I  an  pleased  to  oocment  on  the  subject  draft  report,  forwarded  by 
reference  (a) .  following  paragraphs  address  the  four  specific  findings  of  the 
subject  report*  ^closure  (1)  responds  paragraph  by  paragraph  to  the  full 
text  of  the  draft  report  and  its  annexes* 

2*  Finding  A  alleges  that  Joint  Task  Farce  (JIT)  FIVE  is  deficient  in 
sjjpporti ng  Law  Enforcement  Agencies  (UEAs)  in  this  theater  and  recommends  its 
disestablishment*  Do  not  concur.  The  real  management  issue  is  that  the 
cxxjnterrvuxcrtics  (CN)  effort  constitutes  a  distinct  problem  set,  repairing  the 
attention  of  personnel  vith  seme  amount  of  sqpparting  equipment*  The  draft 
report  implies  that  by  fragmenting  our  support  and  distributing  functions  to 
two  cr  »cre  intelligence  activities  (one  several  years  in  the  future) ,  ve  will 
increase  efficiency  and  achieve  economies  in  personnel,  and  perhaps, 
facilities  and  equipment,  This  clearly  is  not  the  case*  To  date,  each  of  the 
xajcr  dXT'i  vith  a  Of  mission  has  found  that  focusing  Of  activities  in  a 
single  task  farce  is  the  desirable  way  to  provide  Do D  Rjppcrt  to  UX*.  Your 
import  reccrrerris  dissolution  of  JIT  FIVE  and  substitution  of  the  El  Paso 
Intelligence  Center  (EPIC)  as  the  locus  for  our  essentially  maritime  and  air 
Pacific  Of  role.  This  is  clearly  inoansistent  vith  acceptance  of  JIT  Six's 
establishment  within  several  miles  of  EPIC  to  provide  DcD  appcrt  to  land 
border  and  air  operations  because  EPIC  cannot  and  does  not  conduct  such 
operations* 


3.  Finding  B  ccrdudee  that  of  DcO  ships  and  aircraft  in  interdiction 
mppcrt  is  ineffective  without  best  possible  intelligence  to  focus  their 
efforts.  I  agree.  This  has  long  been  our  conclusion,  and  ve  have  devoted  a 
M jcr  portion  of  our  CN  program  development  to  exactly  that  effort.  It  la  not 
a  sivple  task  and  much  renains  to  be  dene.  Elimination  of  JIT  FIVE  per 
finding  A  would  certainly  exacerbate  this  already  foraddable  challenge.  I  am 

“’irelaar  as  to  how  we  are  to  reprogram  operational  forces  in  ccnocnance  vith  a 
strategy  outlined  by  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

4.  I  agree  in  principle  vith  reocraaendatianc  2  and  3  of  finding  C  regarding 
USAKPAC  ard  Hawaii  National  Guard  eradication  programs.  In  fact,  v* 
iaplesentad  such  procedures  at  the  inception  of  our  Of  program  in  1989.  We 
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carrot,  however,  appoint  tha  Guard  to  load  Hawaii  earijuana  (KJ)  •radiation 
operatic**  per  reconamiatian  1.  A*  they  «ra  not  In  cur  chain  of  ocnsand  and 
Sn  rot  be  tasked  by  USOHCPAC.  ractual  «mn  Uiicfa  lead  to  errcneare 
ccnclueicr*  in  the  TirriiiV  and  'Dieojeeion  of  Details"  of  finding  C  are 
identified  in  enclosure  (1). 


3.  1  fully  agree  with  the  rexcoerdaticn  in  finding  D  relating  to  fiscal 

prcgraa  discipline.  Me  toe*  that  action  during  cur  review  of  tha  09CQCPAC 
Tt90  Q(  erograe  ccnpletad  nearly  a  year  aqp.  Bojbvbt,  the  asaartlcn  in 
sentence  two  of  this  corclusicn  that  the  audit  teas'*  effort*,  and  those  of 
the  rwvTC  Regicnal  office,’ had  direct  causal  relation  to  an  ongoing  USCDCPAC 
review  of  the  Qt  resource  pregraa  is  untrue.  Detailed  contents  regarding  this 
are  at  enclosure  (1) . 


6.  Contents  cn  substantial  «rrer»  in  resource  and  systa*  displays  In  ameooes 
A,  8,  arid  D  Wiich  saterially  affect  the  cost  avoidance  suss  set  forth  in 
reocmeniaticn  A1  are  at  erclceure  (1) .  Inaccurate  fiscal  inforesticn 
presented  in  Amex  B  resulted  in  an  $11X  «rrcr,  cr  70*,  of  tha  ecnetary 
savings  associated  with  finding  A.  A  seoend  error  was  aade  in  the  logic 
offered  In  support  of  recaanerdaticn  A2.  Crediting  the  full  (if  inaccurate) 
savings  of  scrapping  JXf  FIVE  is  uneourd.  Much  of  the  savings  wet  be 
attributed  to  substitution  efforts  directed  to  the  same  goal  at  several  other 
activities.  Establishing  aces  unknown  rusher  of  liaison  offices,  per 
reoaaieniation  A2,  without  reference  to  their  costs,  is  equally  unsaid. 


7,  it  is  difficult  to  dispute  rsci'jnirmVitlon  B3.  that  OSPACCK  forces  should 
reduce  Oi  operations  without  cuing  based  on  tiiaaly  focused  intelligence 
expert.  However,  this  required  intelligence  Kfpert  would  be  difficult  to 
sustain  if  the  balance  of  audit  report  recaasendations  were  accepted  and 
iqplseentsd. 


I.  wa  davete  great  attention  to  CM  internal  control  xechanlsns  at  this 
headquarters,  ard  note  that  ro  additional  controls  were  recmnmifd  by  the 
auditor*.  So  I  retain  ojeerrred  by  the  auditors'  unfounded  att«=pt  to  tabs 
credit  far  internal  control  and  fiscal  discipline  actions  already  taken  by  ey 
staff.  I  trust  this  will  be  corrected  in  the  final  report. 

*.  I  K*  our  consents  give  you  a  clearer  perspective  of  air  CM  efforts  to 
date.  Me  loo*  forward  to  a  closer  working  relationship  and  an  increasingly 
effective  Qt  prograsa  in  tha  Pacific. 


Lieutenant  General,  ESA 
Deputy  OSCINaPAC/Chief  of  Staff 


opt 

Secretary  of  the  Any 

Secretary  of  the  Jtavy  _ 

EcO  Coordinator  fer  Erug  Erfcroenerrt  Policy  and  Support 

Director,  Joint  Staff 

Chief,  national  Guard  Bureau 

Adjutant  General,  Hawaii  National  Cuard 
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Final  Report 
_Paoejto. 


15  March  1991 


BJtr  I  -  DTOtCUCTICH 

ft..  agt  t.  lira  ut  lls  correct  spelling  1*  HSCO*.  The  wand  la  misspelled 
ttwn^ait  the  report. 

ftaa  L  IMS  Hf*;  The  review  ve*  rot  initiated  in  Augst  W,  That  Me  the 
date  of  the  ccepUint.  The  review  eterted  15  Septeefcwr  19ST. 

*«•  im»  5.  line  Is  The  six  projects  reviewed  were  thee*  sfaeittad  to 
jwgicrel  Office  (JO)  suditiir*  by  ueaRCSAC  Staff  eeabere  W»  had  already  fond  the* 
vnecud. 


Hat  t:  Disagree.  The  review  of  jcojecta  vee  xndaxMy  Wien  the  »  auditor 
first  arrived. 

|  tr»  10:  Disagree.  The  revise  did  net  result  in  the  deletion.  The 
projects  were  already  vnder  review  and,  in  ease  n»ee,  already  deleted. 

a,-  t>aaa  t:  There  is  ro  pegs  aix  in  the  report  furnished  m.  (nor  1*9*'  24. 
12.  40,  44,  46,  4«). 


pwtr  n  -  rnoDC  a:  joiot  task  wet  five 


ft>«  Oaoe  7-  lire  1;  JU-i  ie  an  CPS  DOTS,  and  ainjU  poll*  law  mferaesent 
Agtrcy  (LEA)  liaison  and  service  unit,  net  eolely  en  Intel  fueicn  center. 

i.ln>  it  There  are  no  JIT  HVt  Matebesee*  WUch  Ajplicata  data  bases  ford 
in  any  other  activity  In  USPACCH.  JIT  FIVE  eocesaee.  Were  spfrcprUta,  data  tease 
looted  alssfsre.  Dsre  la  no  wenticn  anywhere  in  the  report,  Wdch:  A)  indieatae 
Wiet  these  data  he«a-  are;  »  further  discusses  thee  or;  O  indicate*  vhlch  other 
daU  beaee  they  are  Aplicatirg.  This  assertion  is  incorrect  end  imppcrtad. 


Llnels  ■casanication* :  JIT  FIVE  is  a  sisoribar  to  cassniceticn  ayeten 
conn  thnwfcut  the  theater.  Systas  oomcnelty  is  eeaanMe)  to  effectiva 
coeanica tiers.  JIT  FIVE  la  the  cnly  theater  entity,  O  or  otherwise,  Wild)  is 
specifically  configured  to  mreenlcete  with  DoD  and  1ZA  assets  ergpged  in  « 
interdiction  activity.  Rowhere  in  the  report,  er  nsee,  are  the  ■Applicative* 
cassnicatiors  identified. 


Lirs  1:  •suxower*:  JIT  FIVE  has  the  only  CM  dedicated  senpewer  in  the 
VSPHXH.  There  are  10  careers  or  the  U9CDK3*C  O*  Raff  end  a  sodast  (lees  then 
10)  usher  to  be  dedicated  to  «  activity  at  the  Joii*  Walligswe  Center  Fscifie 
(JlCTAC)  (orwpneed  of  former  nCTAC,  OK)  Wdeh  Is  a  *«**tl«J  ttsaend  to JW 
ITVE.  JlCPhC’s  principle  supporting  role  is  serltise  twk  csralatiot.  JlOK 
transmits  to  JIT  FIVE  this  oorralatlon  of  the  Ocean  Surveillance  Inf  creation  fyetas 
teas),  a  ftajcr  OEM  surveillance  system  net  paaeseed  ty  JIT  FIVE,  with  other 
ccrralstebla  tracking  data.  OKI S  and  associated  dsta  are  an  ingredient  to,  net  a 
Arrtketlcn  of ,  the  JIT  FIVE  intelligence  fusion  aschanlss.  Altheu^i  JIT  FIVE 
cereerrsi  are  tabulated  on  j»ge  10  of  the  report,  the  report,  does  not  present  date 
to  support  the  allegation  of  Aplicaticn  at  fcrcticn  in  aerpcMer  s^loyeent. 


1 

3 

5 
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Final  Feport 
Page  Ko. 


iAr+*  3,  4:  •Caaemnd  and  control  cepefeilities*:  }k*b*r*  does  the  pyart 
prMrrt  ary  rtfcvci  cr  data  to  sufcstAntUte  thi*  ApiUoatioru  Sm  raaarfcs  above 
regarding  covaxdcttljTii 

XJLmml  6-4:  UP  rspcart  ww  cites  specific  data  to  popart  deficiencies  in 
6*yr—  at  type  of  Of  pjppcrt*  Up  report  does  to t  ywat  ary  cosplaint  frcs  a 
•uppcrted  UA  i^garding  ary  lac*  of  axppcrt, 

Llry*  11-11:  Up  figures  fee  PY  11  threu^  W  in  In  errer  ty  up 
10*70%,  See  r«r*»  re  Afperdix  X, 

jArwm  15-17:  (See  rs—zfc»  re  Una  3  •wmpcMtt^  ata*).  Oar 
fodplnj  of  CX  activity  at  a  single  unit,  ratter  than  distributing  Of  activity  «t 
aeswral  USFKXH  gersnd  inUlligonca  activities,  wm  a  ocrpciaje  decision  in  part 
tafltd  on  thi  desire  to  prevent  vide  distribution  of  Of  inf  creation  vhiA  vxUd 
brad  eppertmity  for  canpraaie*  by  umaccetarlly  cyoaad  individuals,  this  is  a 
fax  vrt  serious  feasibility  than  data  base  ccapradM.  Again,  the  statenant 
ragardirg  jrolifereticn  of  data  bases,  rmitaratad  in  Una  U,  is  infcutiad  arrf  is 
not  pippartad  in  tip  beUnoe  of  the  report. 

ftt>  Xte&  t  Ilm  pots?  At  tha  ties  of  JIT  nvr'a  fcvjTdartion,  other  CKPACCH 
units  vara  connencing  «a*  on  functions  addressing  tip  Of  prebte,  JIT  TT/t  tas 
j*x  design**  fee  and  is  not  performing  any  of  these  firctiena. 

Sacerd  cart:  Figures,  restated  in  this  para,  are  decidedly  incceract. 
Correct  figures  art  imetitad  in  Appendix  A, 

&>X  tee  »-  ftret  full  paras  Second  eentsncs  Indicates  I  syvtans  already  in 
USF*XK  plarrpd  fer  JIT  FIVE-  Third  sentence  says  f  djplicst*  syvtsea  fee  JIT 
nvc.  Up  JfF  has  only  3  of  tha  eyetene  referred  to,  as  cspCicned  in  Appendix  C. 
Hap  is  raally  a  system.  Upy  art  note  of  larger  systane,  thaatar  and  national, 
J%f  ererce  to  systae  tandnala  as  systae*  and  alternately  as  data  faaaas  and 
aoptiaas  as  err*  nl  cation  systees  thrcu^xxft  tha  report  and  appendices  la 
inoorxpct.  Collar  values  citad,  including  fund*  In  project*  previously  cancelled 
cr  rsver  »+-**+**  fee  fording,  are  inoorrect.  Drrorpoua  data  in  appendioas,  vhich 
fees  tip  basis  of  erroneous  ayvtsn  and  funding  totals  and  ocncluaicns  in  this 
paragraph,  are  corrected  in  appendices  portion  of  this  response. 

to  ».  «ccrt  full  tan:  fentm.  on.  la  wprtltlv.  of  pmdojaly 
uraMCCortad  lxwcondM.  Ua  atar.  conogn,  dl,n— «r1  In  talanc.  of  (art, 
r*jBxdinj  Maxrlty.  Ihla  la  prKla^y  th,  macn  Ojy  *,  focuMd  Of  actlvitlM  at  • 
slnjla  tellcatad  facility  rathar  than  to  circulate  th,  lnfaraatlcn  at  a  nabar  e i 
9va*ral  production  InuUl^vea  and  lina  cpwitlcn  hMd^iartara  vhtn  lnfcnatlen 
control  la  auch  aar,  difficult. 


»ti  Paa.  10.  flrtt  full  taras  th,  paracnwl  oa^lwar*  of  JIT  nvt  la 
of  43  nil,  X  civ;  not  40  and  29.  tha  balance  of  •Mpport  provldad  to 
jnr-5  la  aa  atatad  In  taprai  to  Lina  3,  abewa.  Othar  epa  and  CM  awert  la 


rmrarurlV.-  flaodhla  ard  dmn  fra.  USPhOCM  Staff  and  autxrdlnata 
aietatad  by  m* d.  tha  raqoaat  for  <3  additional  kdllata  w  m*  hennd  by  thia 
hMdjarUn  In  tha  ac rub  etf  our  O (  prograa  pcaading  tha  audit. 

a.;  9h<ni  para-.  Wa  can  find  no  fl^soa  to  »i»tantlata  tha  $*J0K  HW  dtad. 
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Pinal  Pecort 
Page  So. 


1*:  Pm  ll:  W*  MLirtUln  that  the  1u4**nt  to  focx*  and  central  C* 
irtfcmUm,  eparatior*  wx2  LZX  service  Is  scurri.  The  decision  thin  to  build  JIT 
nvi  at  and  «r»  ©dating  facilities,  collocated  with  a  principal  UX  lmclvad  in  Ol 
irttardicticn  operation*  *iich  va  art  aerdatad  to  certainly  mm 

appropriate. 


MX  Pmi  13,  first  full  para,  ftp  llna  1-T:  Dtmagrm.  Tha  daciaicn  to  create 
JTT  rxvt  «m  locate  it  at  Alamda  m  submitted  to  full  aponaoring  aarviaa,  XS  and 
060  review.  Horeover,  ti*  planning  and  attendant  reecuro*  actiona  have  bean 
iuaoeaafully  reviews  ard  r*-rwviMd  by  authorities,  including  tha  Cengrees  of  the 
VnLVm*  state*,  throu^  full  fiscal  cyclaa  for  fY'a  W,  TO,  91  and  cutyear  progne*. 


|  2-£*  jrjy  FTVt  la  not  «*t*m*l  to  tha  USPACOK  HO  atructira.  It  la  a 
aubna\if iad  oon&ard  of  ted>*3*XC.  Ststaoant  that  rational*  for  setabllstwant  of 
JIT  nvr  we*  not  provided  to  thi  auditcra  ia  net  octree*.  Rational*  tea  provided 
in  tha  fee*  of  a  three  peg*  J3  paint  paper  da  tad  17  April  I$». 


M  tttcrd  gfl;  iSa  CKX31  Jfcticnal  Drug  Control  Strategy  of  Septsetar  1W9  «u 
not  aval  labia  to  \s  alx  mcntl*  ear  liar,  in  February  1SW,  Man  JIT  FIVE  we* 
oemiaaionad.  Ha  acted  on  tha  beat  information  available  at  tha  tint  our  decision 
was  required.  Thi*  paragraph  critic!?**  a  dedal  on  made,  of  neoaealty,  in  1*M  and 
aacribaa  to  JIT  FIVE  a  rola  delicate  of  a  Hatioral  Drug  Intalliganoa  Canter  vhieh 
vi U  be  feature t*  to  be  in  operation  by  tha  mld-WO1*.  Wrila  correctly  abating 
ttm  me  mimic n,  tha  audit  rapert  faila  to  discus#  tha  aeknevlsdged  inability  of 
IF1C  to  cep*  with  tha  voIum  and  variety  of  data  that  would  ba  reoaaeary  to 
tftkrtaba  a  principally  mritiaa  detection  and  tracking  rola  in  the  sixahl*  USPHXX 
ACA.  me  dca»  not  row  receive  tha  infonetion  now  handled  in  tha  USEAOCK  CM 
detictim  ard  monitoring  ^aparttu*.  Haithar  ia  it  pragraaoed  to  receive  mam  in 
tha  future. 


Bel  Oat  »•  lAMt  tw  mm:  **  U*  h«vl^th.  Urgert  lirtvmt  In 
detacticn  and  monitoring  rola  Oiich  XJSPUXH  ia  mandated  to  support  ara:  CCA,  U9CS 
ard  USX.  There  ia  r*>  sinjls  place  \h*r*  all  have  aejcr  theater  headquarter*. 

Be  structure  i*  arm  with  nu-srous  dcnestic  and  ever***#  unit*  all  directly 

reportim  to  their  Wishlngton  headquarter*.  Tha  USCS  ha*  a  regional  office  in  Urn 
Araalaa  ard  subordinate  office*  tbrcifhout  tha  IS^OCK  ACVL,  Tha  USX  Pacific  Area 
haedquarurs  ia  at  Coast  Omit  Island,  Aland*  where  JIT  FIVE  ia  located,  Tha  USX 
pewidad  tie  building  ard  vjnit  support  to  quickly  establish  a  DcO  central  Qi 
facility  *dch  allowed  \m  to  comply  with  the  mandat*  to  "build  an  existing 
fvdlltlaa  and  avoid  vrrjeceeeaxy. .  »®genditace.  •  *  of  teeorroee,"  Tha  aola  critic 
cC  tha  M—rfr  location  cited  in  tie  rapert  ia  a  U.S.  Attorney  who  waa  aocredited 
to  tha  MIS,  %hich  JIT  FIVT  in  theory  replaced. 

a u  Fwt  13.  ua  PWl.  TMri  wntya;  »wc— Td  b^imlr?: 

•Matt  of  th.  rwjionU...".  tap!**  with  nnrt*n»  wgicnal  hoadquarter.  for  fin  e< 
U.  LR*«  1*  loc*Ud  In  th. 


»i!  to  14.  fiwt  full  an;  v  tint  **  ^  un*wxVd 

dliw^  (teta.  In  rinding  B,  tht  n^ert  Uka.  i»«ui  thot  v«  ccndcUd  aontetal  « 
CEarartlcn.  not  wfixrUd  By  lnUlligwo*.  In  thi*  fej^gr^h,  it  tatoa 

Imub  thrt  M  wUBUiTMd  ttm  tctlv Ity  focuMd  on  developing  wl  delivering  tfcet 
lnUWgmoe. 

fcl  ttnclmlcn.  SgiUrM.1:  JIT  mt  U  not  cuteid.  of  the  «d»Ung  USCDO-BC 
mnj  etructure.  It  is  •  U9CSCPBC  wixrdlnaU  joint  teak  force  reporting 
directly  to  UBCSWAC* 
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fitrtjrx*  Si  Th*  iecULcn  to  oomlmlar,  JI T  nvr  ve*  WJRsrUd  at  »wy  8 , 9 
l*v»l  of  OJ  review  vp  to  •«!  Including  th*  Ccrgre**  of  the  thltad  Starts*.  Ihi* 

^rrrn.1  baa  iicludad  provision  of  reeouraa*  for  TIT  FIVE  far  FY'l  t»,  90,  91,  and 
hmUbm  of  KK  project*  for  future  avppxrt  ttawfcvt  the  onrt  TUP.  M*  arm 
w«Mjr«  of  any  *»clfic  guidarc*  to  th*  contrary  fro*  CBD  cr  «v  ctJmr  DcO  *r*ity. 

Th*  finding  of  failure  to  provide  optima*  UR  euppcrt  item#  not  dellnaet*  *fwt 
dxrtccmijtj*  frc*  that  optima*  exist  and  i*  unmppcrted  ty  ay  data  In  th*  report 
attributed  to  ary  LEX  authority. 

fianSaooLJs  Tt»  JIT  rivt  contribution  %3  UM  la  uni xju*.  It  la  th*  aola 
rraarrw  wit  providing  *uatain*d  Q»  appcrt  within  th*  fcD  rtaractar  to  UR*.  It 
ocntiiuM  to  b*  our  persuasion  that  UR  wppart  f  ocuaad  at  a  tingle  dadicatad  point 
is  tha  least  ccrfualrg  and  meet  efficient  way  of  acting  oar  cbliyrticr*.  Ctntrary 
to  th*  hc>UoBticn  that  CM  is  simply  another  facet  of  DoD  oparatlan  cr  intelligence 
activity,  th*  CK  target  is  cna  with  which  w*  In  COO  have  not  previously  demit, 
ttil*  va  «ploy  pre-exieting  lntelllgwTC*  and  operation#  assets,  thair  «**rel»#  is 
Mterially  different  than  in  usual  military  operation*  and  irtalliganc*  prcAicticn. 

pTitsrc*  *:  fh*  report  find*  that  th*  entirety  of  th*  TOP  resource*  for 
3IT  nVE  could  b*  “put  to  better  u**.“  »  work  auat  b*  performed  ky  jecpl*  uaing 
aquipoent.  It  is  infcrrded  to  assert  that  support  of  th#  W  mission  can  continue, 
without  acAjxvladjinj  th*  need  of  find a  to  do  ao  at  aeam  location.  Iha  atstad 
flour*  of  %3t.m  of  acrwtary  benefits  derived  fro*  TIT  FIVE  elomxm  la  Incorrect  by 
appro*  $11. 3K.  (Iha  antiie  balance  of  th*  Q5PA0CK  Of  prcgnm  fcr  tha  eeyoiwalant 
five  year  period  la  circa  $St.) 

Santana*  S;  The  above  rational#  also  sppliss  to  perecrral.  pereonnal 
figur*  is  inccrrect.  Peed  24  vio*  29. 

parr tsmaa  4-7;  This  proposal  la  aguivalsnt  to  doting  tha  factory  and 
see  Dying  all  tha  mplcyee*  to  th*  tala*  fore*  to  martet  a  aoeaodlty  no  longv 
predied.  Perhaps  BTC,  cr  th*  jropo**d  Hatlcral  Carter,  coaid  b*  beefed  \p  to 
provide  a  timely,  tactical  product,  tailored  to  opart  tier*  and  target#  In  this 
theater,  but  surely  iwt  for  a  period  of  free  J  to  S  year*  free  now.  ftaad  37  mil 
peel  tier*,  vio*  40. 

pentane*  »:  Disagree  for  reason#  as  atstsd  In  th*  foregoing. 
m*i  Pea*  14  “Hecggendatlcag:  9 

Amxamendation  1:  Disagree.  Hare  this  dcra,  wa  could  net  effectively 
Met  off  obligation  to  support  LETS  with  detection  and  monitoring  and  OX  support 
during  th*  next  a  to  S  years. 

Din  uni  ilit  Irn  2:  Disagree.  Wa  have  batn  coordinating  affectively  with 
LEU  for  the  Last  2  year*  and  will  continue  to  do  ao.  OR,  09CS,  and  uses  are 
np eaantad  by  nine  billets  parmarantly  filled  by  th*  on  the  JIT  FIVE  staff. 

DacoeoenSstion  Jt  Disagree.  This  substitute*  jteear*  ongoing  tactical 
oparatioml  a rd  Intelligence  support  to  URa  with  a  plan  which  would  b*  axaoitahl* 
only  after  ftathsr  expenditure  of  sunk  costs  to  retool  fflC  and  to  crest*  th* 
national  carter.  Iha  proposal  directs  developer*  cf  a  Plan  with  only  cr*  of  tha 
LEk’s  wa  now  serve,  tar  Liar  in  th*  report,  cr*  critlci*  vea  that  JIT  PIVt  Is 
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reached  trc*  an  IA  reqicrsl  attic*  by  mm  400  mils*.  Bw  report  w  ccncludas 
that  tha  aoluticn  to  this  is  to  focus  theater  support  throJt/i  era,  possibly  twj, 
cvitara  that  are  km  ora  to  three  thousand  mile*  further  raseved  trc*  tha  acara  of 
action. 


part  n  -  rooiw  ■:  ocwnawconcs  cperaxxks. 

Be:  Pace  17.  eera  1.  last  grftna:  flan  are  no  plana  to  use  05 PM* 
Datacticn  arci  Mastering  umU  tor  vnoued  patrol  opera  tier*  In  FY's  I1-9S. 


15 


Re;  Pace  H.  1st  full  para.  last  sentence:  This  U  incorrect,  an  cdlar  on  16 

ba  an  affective  «  pirtfera  against  aeritlme  targets.  In  aoat  cases  aa  effective 
a*  a  frigate,  ainoa  both  can  catch  a  sailboat  (a oat  ceagcn  Mjert  vassal)  and 
neither  can  catch  a  cigarette  boat  (least  oaaacn) .  In  oaM*  Wwr»  a  specific 
capability  la  required,  CJTF  FIVE  specifies  mm  and  JWU  aoat  provide  to  tha 
Halt  of  it*  capability.  In  tha  one  ca*a  vhsre  a  nuclear  sjfcnarir*  ve<  uaad  In  a 
CM  epenrtien,  lt«MMt  *111 -equipped'  bit  in  fact  tha  only  M\lp  vhitf>  could  do 
the  mission  Wdth  called  far  sustained  clcsa-ln,  covert  surveillance.  This 
rstniired  a  *  i  aerelhTa. 

Re:  Page  it.  ad  full  con  into  ftract  flf  tt»  otntlmlra  to  scat.  ifr  16,17 

tBCSCPAC  abandcred  randen  petrols  In  In  1990  In  favor  of  the  acre  productive 
intelligence  cued  or  apaclflad  narootrmffidcar  profile,  operations.  Me  did  randaa 
petrol  for  Juat  leea  than  1  year,  July  19*9  -  June  1990.  Me  boarded  ever  J00 
vessels  with  negative  results.  It  Is  easy  new  to  say  that  taca»ra 
these  operettas  there  quantitatively  ursujcsasful,  they  rfwuld  ret  have  bean  dona. 

Yet  in  19*9  even  within  tha  09CS  with  a  decade  of  «q*rtsnoe  In  CM  cpsratlora, 
there  was  no  unified  position  on  tha  effectiveness  of  patrol  open  tiers.  One 
position  held  tisy  ware  a  west a  of  tlas  and  array  In  tha  Pacific,  flha  altarrsta 
position  vm  that  than  was  eras  detamnt  value  associated  with  tha  *oqp  on  tha 
beat.'  Much  of  this  deterrence  was  trqjantifiabla  eince  you  never  know  who  doesn't 
c»  because  you  an  than.  Another  factor  walking  cn  tha  aide  of  trying  patrols 
was  that  it  had  rsver  bean  dona  before  In  tha  Pacific  with  plsrtlful  assets  ewer  a 
■urtairad  tlsa  period.  WdiUarslly,  In  19M,  then  had  bean  an  absolutely  rands 
•elm  of  MOO  pounds  of  sarijuana  as  ths  result  of  a  randoa  patrol  boarding  of 
tha  sailing  VMaal  Myth  of  Sctrla  by  the  O90B.  thus,  there  vara  asu^i  almnts  of 
doubt  to  festar  an  earnest  attach.  Plua,  tha  patrol  assets  mbs  tiers  anyvey. 
tha  inferred  position  that  tha  sodas  nrA  doing  psrtxola  wan  wasted  end  eculd  ba 
recoped  ecaahow  is  in  arrer.  these  rfdpa  and  aircraft  world  have  operated  to 
their  (teasing  limits  In  ary  case;  if  not  on  Of  patrol  than  on  ether  dutiee.  the 
fact  that  ttsy  ware  on  CM  patrols  did  not  result  In  ary  doosantad  decline  in  their 
unit  readiness,  m  fact,  »  miselcra  provide  affective  training  in  areas  directly 
transportable  to  sere  conventional  DoO  miselcra  such  aa  cuar-the-hcrlzcn  targeting 
and  search  end  rescue.  Having  urauooaasfully  triad  patrols,  wa  hoe  eefraoed 
intmlligarcs  with  such  greats: c  clarity  and  seal.  Cued  operations  are  affective,  tut 
to  say  wa  would  ba  se  sura  of  that  today  if  wa  had  not  triad  petrol*  Wholeheartedly 
la  sn^ging  in  hirdel^rt. 

e*.  Oer»  oo.  firet  hill  tsrei  "Intelligence':  H*  entire  content  cf  this  16 

paragraph  1s  a  repudiation  of  audit  finding  A. 

Ba;  Pwa  31.  Mil  pot,  last  setfteree:  True,  and  an  use  of  cur  greatest  17 

OJTTtnt  CM  int*lli9«nc»  d«v* lapaant  A-fcrt. 
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e.-  bat  n  **  xojd  rax**:  JTT  rrvt  1*  directing  it*  effort*  again* t 
*y\  SuoxIS  aaujglirgin  it»  }url»dicticn.  for  axsapla,  a*  cocaine  teafflf*ing 
\ — a,  km  jravalant  in  this  ACK,  JIT  nvt  rapidly  aom  to  that  probl**.  m 
f*Ct  tha  largest  Kuritl3M  interdiction  cn  record,  tW  (CTOOJP  (IS  TOC  of  cocaine) 
wna  oaiCrx>ll«i  by  JIT  TTf S.  B*  ranking  of  narcotic*  coniiti—  by  the  Director 
of  oeitral  Intelligence  applia*  to  broad  national  O*  strategy  and  Anting 
decision-  To  apply  tha*#  criteria  to  orbing  day  to  day  Qi  intelligence  and 
Interdiction  affect*  by  ary  unit  or  at  JTf  nvr.  do*#  not  reengni**  tactical  mtor* 
v  thee*  eparationa.  Our  tactical  task  la  to  datact,  acnitcr,  and  track  to  IA 
interdiction,  all  illicit  narotrtica  daatinad  for  tha  CHI  tad  ftrtaa. 


a.-  tsat  23.  «Ccnc3u«l0P"i  If  vhat  1#  aaant  ty  the  firat  aantenoa  la  uncuad 
catrol  aeration*,  they  have  baan  diaccntiruad.  Saa  alwa  raaarta  re  pg  U.  toad 
cDeratioe,  tfcu^»,  require  apadfie  intalllganc*.  B*  acdutien  to  the  dlrth  of 
illactad,  aawafclad.  analyzed  and  reported  intelligence  ia,  boener,  w*  to 
ril,  ■, - ki.  tha  unit  dedicated  to  doing  ao. 


Tr;  ftae  »■  ‘'Recqrwtifltltc;: 

Jtoccmoerdaticn  1:  ign*.  Bvi*  ha*  already  been  acocrpllahad. 

ftocesaandotien  2:  Disagree.  Saa  raaiurfca  ccroamirg  ianaUataly  praoacUrg 
three  paiagrafto*.  tpadfic  strategy  to  Otftii  this  raccraaardatlm  nrT*r*  ia  «t 
cited  in  tha  report. 

r art  s  -  rsooc  e,  kwh  wxicku.  owe 


aw.  21,  rP7-1  Thi*  para  state*  that  tha  Bnedi  Rational  Guard  and 

USFXQCX  received  a  total  of  <1.3K  in  rr  *0  for  duplicate  Of  operation*.  In  tha 
following  paragraph*.  tha  figure#  for  the  am*  year,  aaae  activity,  total  IS.OIW. 
jt  is  poMlhla,  tovevar,  to  aggregate  tha  figure#,  aa  stated,  to  fi.Jl*  if  a  toard 
budeatad  figure  and  tie  VSN&*£  daaigated  figure  are  total  ad.  In  fact,  USAAFAC 
nealved  nofud*  daaigeted  for  fte-aii  CH  dedication  Cro*  tha  C5MXK  R  *0  « 
jtxxjcm.  Brea  actlvitiaa  ear*  cored  rt  ad  using  IJ5WCF*£  cpfcaopo  ftnb. 

e.r  Pant  7i.  tare  2:  tha  U  year*  of  Bauaii  eradication  operations  exported 
by  tie  flued  yielded  in  aveaeg*  aradication  of  10,000  plants  par  yw.  Be  EA 
requested.  tRaKTAC/USAWAC  apperted,  ■Cparatian  Wipaort*  yielded  abort  JM.000 
plant*  abdicated  in  <  withe.  Pcaaibl*  reason*  for  variation  are  dlaasead  in 
ajbwgant  paragraph*. 

pa;  1*0*  r>.  yere  t.  last  aantenoai  Be  DcO  Authcrintien  Act  of  UU  mlthar 
arcorcegae  nor  prohibits  PcO  activity  of  tha  type  under  diaoaaicn. 


a**  aa  Z2 1  T“r*  ?*  W*»gn*a  that  a  lade  of  coordination  aadat#  vith 
tha  Ouard.  Trm  tha  outset,  e*  ccrtSucted  regularly  scheduled  M -earthly  Beatings 
latxei  V&JVt£  and  Be  Ouard.  Additional  coordination  of  apadfie  activities 
aqdeistd  the**  B— ting* . 


Ha';  Paoa  «.  tara  2;  B»  S6CKJK  CH  CPIAR  indeed  *e km  pewiaiot  f or 
OSAWAC  ard  other  thaetar  CoO  «1— nf*  to  provid*  agiipw*  lean*,  training  ate.. 
Precisely  a*  tha  AuUtrirstlon  fet  Bards ta*.  Biia  doe*  no*.,  par  aa,  oonatitut* 
A^ilnUm  of  effort.  Baa  h**n  and  agiiptent  aasata  of  USMWAC  and  tha  )to*U 
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Guard  ar*  diffmr*.  It*  action  erf  r***-ts  for  *a*i*t*n cm,  vith  tEW5*C  «rd 

Guard  ooerdinatien,  hiv«  tafcjn  *cK'&nt*g«  erf  both  to  meet  cqrmad  «•  agrM 

<XB?I«taIy  vitfc  laart  *enUro««  Prea«tt  activitiaa  do  escapism*.  nert,  Aylicata, 

Hi  bat  n.  fir*  cart.  tost  sentence.  Crop  eradication  operations  m  ptfdic  2  3 
Uni  (as  thtM  are)  Uvt  a  very  low  potential  for  requiring  axerd me  of  police 
powers,  m  (set,  over  ths  entire  history  of  HaMiisn  eradication  operation*,  Or* 

U  no  racorfsd  imtarcs  of  nd  confrontation  of  active  military,  Guard,  or 
jWcrei  lav  miacomtett  peracmel  by  anrijusne  grovers.  Crdy  LEU  ocnAxted  Mtul 
medication  on  the  ground  Airing  Wipeout, 

Dm;  Peas  yj.  asrerd  tmtat  The  crux  of  ths  issue  Is  alluded  to  in  this  2  3 

paragraph.  Agree  tiers  srs  now  two  military  agendas  to  WxlA  LRa  ssy  to#  look 
far  assistance;  before  IMS  DaD  Authorisation  Act,  tiers  ms  only  too  Omni,  this 
is  ths  affect  srd  prssMd  Intsrit  of  ths  set.  Us  have  coordinated  end  do 
axrdirete  rarpeneee  to  ISA  requests  with  ths  AmU  O-erd.  Cenerelly,  stats 
•uthorltlM  will  regueet  assistance  of  ths  Ouard  ss  they  its  accustomed  to  do  srd 
ss  Mntlcnsd  in  ths  report.  Psdsral  agencies,  as  pointed  ait,  will  oftsn  oces  to 
DcO  active  faros  headquarter*.  Nature  of  ths  response  depends  on  ths  sits  and  mix 
of  fortes  available  and  ths  speed  and  security  with  ihith  they  can  to  breujfit  to 
tear,  toesvee  Oj&hJ  foroas  are  not  full  the  forces,  ths  Oiaid  most  plan  its 
activities  q>  to  2  years  in  advenes.  Active  fortes  do  net  raqilrs  this  Usd  time, 
taros,  thsir  raspers ts  can  to  and  In  mmny  instances  are  qilcfcar.  this  ms  one 
reason  toy  CCA,  based  on  previous  experience,  requested  aid  frta  ths  active 
military.  Additionally,  ths  wpsoitacular  success  of  Operation  Wipacut  resulted  from 
extensive  pre-operation  serial  photo  rmoomaissvee  and  detailed  imagery 
irrtarrrvUticri  of  sulti  spectral  imagery.  The  Wmeli  CUard  possesses  norm  of  ths 
recon  sol  Intel  assets  to  do  this.  As  a  result  of  ths  imagery  effort,  areas  for 
years  thoudit  to  to  relatively  free  of  plants  yielded  the  bulk  of  the  eredicetion 
harvest.  The  proof  is  in  the  results.  During  the  13  years  preceding  cur  mo 
•radiation  efforts,  Hawaii  beam  to  the  second  hipest  producer  and  exporter  of 
doeastic  KJ.  m  mo,  HA  reported  the  state  had  tocase  a  net  hperter  of  the 
drug. 


to:  P tOt  30-31.  Bmoaondaticn: 

tacaiMdstion  1:  Disagree.  OSARPA C  is  ths  lead  agency  for  LEX  oppert 
by  forces  \rdar  U9CDCPAC.  OSARPAC  has  net  and  aery  not  to  appointed  a  lead  role 
ever  the  Guard,  toieh  is  not  in  ths  UBOKJi AC  chain  of  comeand. 

taoesua  datim  3:  this  has  bean  the  case  since  before  the  audit  and  will 
centime  to  to  so. 

Tw  n  — ~itit1m  )t  As  stated  above,  cccrdlnsticn  with  the  Guard  has  bean 
ongoing.  It  has  not  and  likely  will  not  result  in  ftrding  adjustments.  In  mo, 
ths  Guard  provided  tost  they  could  to  Operation  Wipeout  and  U>OHC»C  artivm  foroas 
then  provided  the  balance  requested.  This  centimes  to  to  ths  cess  in  mi.  Ho 
mingle  naan),  Ooud  or  active  duty,  can  provide  all  requested  assets. 

PART  n  •  TDCDG  0,  CDtWTOWCCTICS  RKTJERBOfO 

9*  PfTC  m  i  —rilel  action  aooempanying  this  finding  ms  taken  ty  this  HQ  w r  a 
year  ego.  Ua  to  wish  to  oorrect  several  miestataeents  of  feet  contained  in  the 
audit  report  *d  to  a^hatically  disagree  with  ths  incorrect  ccrclusicn  that  the 
audit  teas’ ■  work  resulted  In  savings  alluded  to  In  the  portion  of  the  m®t 


APPENDIX  F 

49  Page  9  of  13 

......unclassified****** 


Final  Report 
Page  Ho. 


dealing  with  thin  findin g.  A*  lata  aa  >1  October  1990,  OBCDO’AC  staff  slants 
Cditirvad  to  assist  tt*  audit  taaa  in  a  not  yet  oceplaUly  successful  tttmpt  to 
telva  ard  um  figures  that  accurately  rnroa*  vhat  had  bean  dona  ty  anfcara  of 
the  waXPfC  staff  to  reccneile  tha  UKDCPAC  CN  prctjrm. 


Be:  ttoa  u  >rd  para;  7Y*9  request  Me  $25.  M,  not  $31. 3K.  Bis 
FY1990-M  request  MS  $10«t,  not  $199t 

fa:  fta  M.  flrat  para;  Tbs  first  aant«a  la  lnccrract.  On  33  Aupust  13*9 
tha  DcOJC  Jfcglcmd  effic*  (»)  Pacific  received  a  Hotline  ccepUint.  This  M»  net 
tha  data  that  it  Initiated  tha  investigation.  lh*  investlgatler  of  thia  oaapUlnt 
bnan  on  15  s«**Bbar.  Tha'  DoDJC  Hotline  toveetigaticn  focuaad  on  six  Qf  projects 
idantif  lad  by  tha  USCUCPJsC  sta ft  as  having  questionable  ssrit.  Tha  tKX  figure 
quoted  in  tha  miit  ryrt  la  for  TWO  only,  to  tha  aaccrd  par*  cn  pg  IS,  tha 
CoOlS  aulitcr*  coper*  thia  to  FVCP  totals  of  $1S2M.  Tha  unamotated  witching 
trot  errual  to  FTtP  figures  la  repeated  al*«/>er*  in  tha  audit  report. 


Ha:  Paoe  swrrd  para;  Thia  paragraph  la  incorrect.  The  U3*CO»  Cperrticr* 
directorate  O  wit,  J21»  (later  redesignated  aa  333)  had  J»n  to  existence  since 
Octobar  19*9.  toe  toUlligonoa  Directcrat*  Ot  slant  had  bean  to  existence  since 
U  19*9.  Prior  to  creation  of  dedicated  Oi  Division  within  <73  and  <73, 

both  directorates  did  have  full  tlaa  Of  staff  officers  assigned.  Thera  wi  no 
cavsai  relatiorahip  between  any  of  tha  occurrences  ai  hirtad  to  and  wfc  dan*  tha 
DcOlC  fctlire  investigation  or  by  tha  atoaywt  DcMG  audit  of  tha  OffPCOt  Oi 
progm.  ly  the  start  of  tha  Hotline  investigation,  U9CDCP9C  staff  ms  already 
Mil  ladsnsy  reviewing  tha  Q»  taaouroe  progrw.  Thia  reviw  ms  a  TBOICPPC 
initiative,  not  begin  bacauaa  of  tha  pending  Hotline  tonestigeticn  of  tfdrh  m  vert 
than  unautre. 

Be:  Page  3 <■  ftret  full  care:  turing  tha  Pall  of  19*9,  tha  MS  at  progrw 
ms  Mil  into  executicn.  In  early  Hoveabar  19*9,  it*  revised  atruedse  ms 
reported  in  reapers*  to  data  calls  txm  tfcshlnjtcn  at  authorities,  not  as  a  reeult 
of  audit  verk,  Hiieh  was  not  tier  oogplate.  Tha  revised  USWXK  Ti  90  W  progreo* 
request  (USCD*3»C  0903301  DEC  90)  vea  fU.M,  net  $3«.  The  Wl-H  Q<  progrw 
ms  not  than  reportad  aa  thesa  figures  Mr*  specifically  ret  repeated  ly  (hi^sr) 
Tha  $*TH  figure  to  this  DcMC  audit  report  paregreph  ms  taXan  fro*  a 
USCDCPfcT  internal  verting  paper,  later  revised. 


fte;  Pwt  M  pan  "ftnelvlanTi  B»  •*?*?. f* 

cf  tha  progres  was  self  Initiated  and  preceded  the  initiation  of  tha  UlflC  H  *  1  In* 
investigation.  Thia  included  oar  serious  questioning  of  th*  Mlidity  of  tha  Haas* 
Video  Telaocnfarancirg  (SVTC)  project.  Ua  did  and  do  agree  with  the  1C  position 
that  tha  SVTC  project  has  no  writ.  Hi  cancelled  this  project  with  no  mtpm diture 
cf  ftrdH.  With  sgreeaant  on  this  point,  than  reaains  no  substanc*  to  this  Isms. 
Or  tola  punesa  to  ccaawittog  cn  this  finding  to  to  correct  tha  aiastatof*  cf 
fact  oararcing  to  first  para,  first  antm,  pg  39  "to  fcgst  23,  19*9  tta 
Inspector  0or»l...’{  oentainad  to  first  santanca,  second  para,  pg  35  ’after  th* 
Hotlira  ossa  vaa  initirtad. ..’j  further  oentainad  aaccrd  aenterce,  first  full  para, 
pg  M,  ■after  tin  initiation  of  a  DeO  hetlto*  review...  M  Mbaaqurtly 
idantif  lad..,*  Tha  1C  audit  did  not  identify  as  questionable  any  project  net 
previously  irder  review  by  U9CDCPK:  QJ  staff,  to  fact,  those  reportad  ly  tfcCOC  to 
the  hotline  imwtigeticn  and  again  to  tha  audit  repeat  Mre  precisely  tha 
highiigwad  by  tBC3HO>AC  «  staff  as  insoluble. 
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MTOPgfr 

1.  T3*  CN  resource  ptogr*  ha*  bsen  changed  several  times  In  each  fieael  year 
with  budget  cxbcaticn  taking  place  *hile  Congress ,  et.  el,  changed  progr*  figjre*. 
fcoKiitlm,  budget  setiamt*  submission*  and  PCH  submission  hsva  often  been 
sijulUnsa*.  A*  Apperdix  A  Imcfc*  the  customary  lUtwrt,  regarding  the  »**  of* 
date  fer  thi  pruyi  figure* ,  or  a  scuraa  of  the  data,  it  is  dlffioilt  to  ***» 
precise  acrrwcticn*. 

I.  Projects  3309  ani  3413  vers  merged  effective  FV91.  fl^«o  displayed 
for  FY»e  91-93  art  net  additive. 

5*  Project  3301  was  never  pert  of  the  JIT  FIVE  program.  farther,  It  >mm 
rejected  in  our  1949  program  review. 

4.  Corrections  to  irccrrect  figures  frtm  drmft  report  ere  on  attached  rf»*t. 

Vs  camot  locate  the  source  of  FY95  figures  Shown  in  Appendix  A.  They  ere  net  the 
ones  submitted  by  this  HQ. 

laaccLS  35 

1.  Th.  C*US  UiTdr*!  for  fJCPhC  vm  r»>ct*i  In  our  'M  zwim*. 

3.  Ho  SVTC  hu  tm  jrceurwJ  vith  at  tvnSm  cr  for  Ot  In  thin  th^tor. 

3.  Thnr.  U  no  JKH  tmdrrd  «t  K6JT  tCSXFftC. 

4.  Th.  OCT-H  Uniml  at  MOU  U  not  ralaUd  to  th.  or  .ffert  cr  ftrdtrg 
pram.  It  la  a  flwrmlly  um)  intal  a>ll«ctlon  MJ.}— *  Aavioa.  Haro  will  to 
pcoaroi  fer  JTT  nvt.  the  OtST-N  prey  haa  bwn  eancollaa.  Ito  OBH  tarainal 
is  plemad  or  yi  ogrsmmed  for  FICPAC. 

$.  In  Appmdix  1  the  TOT  is  correctly  identified  (es  it  %m*  in  PCH)  is  the 
Hraiit  far  the  FIST  ITX  teralml.  In  Appendix  C,  flST  A H>  FIST  tn  ere  beth 
described  es  terminals  vith  incorrectly  identified  circuits.  The  appendix 
identifies  termirmls  at  pieces  vhsre  they  do  not  exist.  If  they  ere  regu^ded  ss 
circuits,  they  ere  also  terminated  it  planes  there  their  terminals  do  vdst. 

The  ri5rr,»  at  CDCPACmr  end  nsNnd  fleets  era  related  to  regular  flmst 
operation*.  They  ware  not  funded  vdr  Ql  program*. 

I,  CSP's  ere  Cdmuriicstion*  Proceescrs*  PACfU  and  IPVCAHS  WSIWC 

have  both  bed  CSP's  fer  quite  sens  tins.  Vs  have  paid  no  Ql  tads  for  th* 
oosaurUcsticn  devices  displayed. 

7.  I G  is  an  imagery  interpretation  device.  FIOW  has  a  theater  Of  imagery 
interpretation  mission. 

'  37 

HTPSa.fr 

1.  CFOS:  Appendix  C  credits  USWCCK  Ql  yeupem  vith  CWS  at  three  locations. 

There  are  CPUS  at  two  locations.  Or*  of  th*  vma  4rwj  tram  pre-existing  WOW 
inventory.  The  seoord  is  uaSer  procurener*.  the  cost  of  an  CWS  unit,  depending 
on  optics  needed,  is  drem  $45*. 
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2.  fiVTC:  A*  previoualy  stated,  this  project  w  cancelled  per  our  neviw. 

TJ-*  ryrtse  vm  not  purchased  or  saintained  for  cvr  O*  frcgrm. 

3.  odHt:  XU.  figures  are  incorrect.  Correct  project  (/  3379)  fibres  in: 
?w  -  ootMitcr;  cutysax  «t  $4*  ota**  m. 

4.  FIST,  FIST  HI:  Correct  figures  are  FVW  I115K  fcr  tereinsl,  $4CK  fcr  cfct. 
isor  total  for  r»l  and  eech  cutyoar.  Be  asy  be  ehla,  ae  cam  aysta*e  in 
csmctcS  at  JIT  FIVE,  to  eliminate  cutyeer  cost*. 

3.  CSP;  Sm  consent*  on  Appendix  C. 

jtoertiix  F:  Till*.  Disagree.  M  stated  in  the  foregoing,  no  single  eexvic*  can 
provide  all  requested  lyyort  to  LEM.  Coordination  betaken  BSAPFAC  and  the  CXmrd 
ILm  at  ccNarinj  all  requests  and  doing  ao  with  the  esest  beet  suited  to  the  t aafc. 
Ihis  is  not  (l^licrtive  but  ocepleaentary. 

Aaardix  f: 

XI:  Figures  are  incorrect.  See  revision  to  Appendix  X. 

X2:  Disagree  for  re&scne  eet  forth  an  peji  5. 

A3:  Ditto. 

Bl:  Disagree.  Costs  of  cued  operations  hie  pctarfciei  to  exceed  those  of 
ranfcsi  petrol.  feperlms  show*  cued  operation*  ecs*  to  fruition  at  euch  greater 
distarcee  free  hce  ports  than  tt*  location  of  our  old  rardoa  petrol  stations  I.S., 
South  of  Baja  versus  off  Southern  Calif  emit. 

B3:  *>  rrunt. 

B3:  Disagree.  Current  intelligence  fro*  JTT  F1VZ  Justifies  cued  epera tiers. 

Q,  Q,  O:  Agree.  All  ven  ecocapliehed  trot  the  cutset  of  our  Of  program. 

D:  Agree  in  prirciple.  However,  it  is  difficult  to  attribute  %4H  of  fleet 
and  future  savings  to  eoniee  never  ooaeitted,  obligated  cr  expanded  \rder  a  project 
cancelled  cmk*  a  year  ago. 
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****  *OFPICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL,  DOD, 
ADDENDUM  TO  THE  USPACOM  REPONSE* * *  *  *  * 


The  Appendix  A  referred  to  in  USPACOM's  March  30,  1991,  comments 
on  the  draft  report  was  omitted  from  management's  initial 
response.  On  April  8,  1991,  USPACOM  provided  updated  funding 

figures,  and  our  Appendix  A  in  the  final  report  (page  31)  has 
been  modified  accordingly. 
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THE  JOINT  *TAFF 

WASMnoro «.  OC 


Reply  ZIP  Code: 
20318-3000 


J- 3A  00330-91 
1  April  1991 


memorandum  for  director,  readiness  and  operational  support 

DIRECTORATE,  OFFICE  OP  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Subject:  Draft  Audit  Report  on  Support  to  Drug  Interdiction 

Effort#  in  the  U.  S.  Pacific  Command  (Project 
9RC-0052 .02)  (U) 


1.  (U)  I  have  read  with  great  interest  the  subject  draft 
report  evaluating  the  detection  and  monitoring  support  that 
U.S.  Pacific  Command  (USPACOH)  provides  the  lav  enforcement 
community.  Several  recommendations  have  the  potential  to 
improve  the  performance  of  USPACOH'e  counter-drug  mission. 

2.  (U)  The  Joint  Staff  disagrees  vith  the  recommended 
disestablishment  of  JTF-5.  The  structure  and  functions  of  the 
JTFs  are  vital  to  support  DOD's  role  in  counter-drug 
operations.  USPACOH  has  a  unique  problem  in  providing  this 
support  due  to  the  large  geographic  area  of  responsibility 
(AOR) .  JTF-S  fulfills  a  critical  role  as  the  sub-unified 
command  within  USPACOH  solely  dedicated  to  CN  operations.  It 
performs  the  folloving  functions: 

-  Conducts  operations  to  detect  and  monitor  aircraft  and 
surface  vessels  suspected  of  smuggling  drugs  into  U.S. 

-  Integrates  the  anti-drug  Command,  Control, 
Communications  and  Intelligence  (C3I)  network  for 
federal,  state,  and  local  LEAs. 

-  Coordinates  activities  of  other  Federal  agencies 
engaged  in  detection  and  monitoring. 

-  Serves  as  an  intelligence  fusion  center  and  provides 
drug-related  intelligence  to  appropriate  lav 
enforcement  agencies  (LEAs) . 

-  Facilitates  coordination  among  DOD  and  civil  agencies 
in  order  to  maximise  effective  use  of  resources. 

3.  (0)  The  recommendation  on  page  23  which  states  that  PACOH 
operations  should  be  reprogrammed  to  be  commensurate  with 
strategy  issued  by  the  Director,  Central  Intelligence  Agency, 
should  be”  deleted  from  the  report.  USCINCPAC  has  developed 
operational  plans  to  support  the  National  Drug  Control 
Strategy  within  his  AOR.  While  it  is  valid  to  evaluate 
USPACOH  counter-drug  operations  within  that  context,  it  is  not 
appropriate  to  suggest  that  the  operations  of  any  unified 
command  should  be  reprogrammed  to  correspond  in  slxa  and 
extent  vith  the  strategy  of  an  outside  agency. 

custJWB r-'f'h-r1* 

Declassified  OHi  c  AO  K 
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4.  (U)  A»  part  of  it»  mission,  JTP-S  coordinates  DOD  support 
to  both  atata  and  fadaral  LEA*,  Including  tha  Drug  Enforcement 
Administration  (DEA) ,  O.S.  Custoaa  Sarvica  (USCS) ,  and  tha 
U.S.  Coaat  Guard  (USCC) .  Whan  JTf-5  was  aatablishad,  it  vas 
1  oca  tad  in  Alameda  in  ordar  to  collocata  it  with  tha  USCC 
Pacific  Araa  Headquarters,  tha  principal  maritime  LEA  in 
USPACOH'a  AOR.  Tha  VSCC  alao  providad  tha  building  and  othar 
facilitiaa  for  JTT-5'a  rapid  establishment.  Tha  Joint  Staff 
ia  unavara  of  any  fallura  on  USPACOK's  or  JTr*S*i  part  to 
provida  adequate  aupport  to  tha  LEAa.  A  aingla  command  with  a 
dedicated  CM  aiaaion  would  aeem  to  raaain  the  most  afficiant 
method  of  coordinating  LEA  aupport. 


6.  (U)  Z  agraa  that  tha  Commander,  U.S.  Any,  Pacific 
(US  ARP  AC)  ahould  coordinate  hia  04  plan  with  the  Hawaii 
national  Guard  in  ordar  to  eliminate  duplication  of  afforta. 
Each  organiration  haa  atrengtha  and  requirements  which  ahould 
be  taken  into  account  whan  planning  operations. 

7.  (U)  Z  view  with  concern  your  findinga  that  USPACOK  may  not 
be  following  DOD  funding  guidelinee.  Z  trust  that  tha  issue 
will  ba  clarified  by  USCZNCPAC  whan  ha  responds  to  your  draft 
report. 

8.  (U)  Z  appreciate  tha  obvious  time  and  effort  that  want 
into  tha  making  of  your  draft  report.  Kany  of  the 
recommendations  will  assist  USPACOH  in  batter  fulfilling  their 
countar-drug  mieaion.  Zf  my  Of  staff  can  further  assist  you 
in  refining  your  report,  please  don't  hesitate  to  let  me  know. 


J.  X.  T II 
Rear  Admiral,  USM 
Deputy  Director  for  Operations 
(Current  Operations) 
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SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  MONETARY  AND  OTHER 
BENEFITS  RESULTING  FROM  AUDIT  (U) 


(U)  ,  . 
Recommendation 

Reference 

Description  of  Benefit 

Amount  and/or 

Type  of  Benefit 

A .  1 . 

Program  Results. 
Disestablishment  of 

Joint  Task  Force  5. 

Funds  put  to  better 
use  of  $15,773, 000i 
(Operation  and 
Maintenance  - 
$14,873,000;  Other 
Procurement  Navy- 
$900,000) . 

A. 2. 

Program  Results. 
Establishment  of  liaison 
offices  within  the  law 
enforcement  community. 

Nonmonetary. 

Allows  DoD  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  support 
that  is  required. 

A. 3. 

Program  Results. 

Direct  support  of  the 

EL  Paso  Intelligence 

Center  and  the 
proposed  National  Drug 
Intelligence  Center 
agencies  that 
require  it. 

Nonmonetary. 
Facilitates  the 
immediate  use  of 
time-sensitive 
information  by  law 
enforcement 

B.l. 

Program  Results. 

Reductions  of  operations. 
$115,335,000#  for 
the  FY  1991  through 

FY  1995  time  frame. 

Funds  put  to  better 
use  of 

B.2. 

Program  Results. 

Reassess  and  coordinate 
theater  U.S.  Pacific 
narcotics  threat  with 
the  Director#  Central 
Intelligence, 
funds  cannot  be 
readily  determined. 

Nonmonetary.  Allows 
for  the  efficient 
use  of  the  DoD 
counter narcotics 
budget.  This 
reapplication  of 

B.  3. 

Program  Results. 

Resumption  of  operations 
when  justified  by  adequate 
intelligence  cueing, 
missions . 

Nonmonetary. 
Precludes  the 
diversion  of  assets 
from  other 

1/  Offsetting  costs  to  relocate  to  the  El  Paso  Intelligence 
Center  are  addressed  in  our  comprehensive  draft  report# 

"DoD's  Support  to  Drug  Interdiction  Efforts#"  April  22#  1991. 
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SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  MONETARY  AND  OTHER 
BENEFITS  RESULTING  FROM  AUDIT  (U)  (Continued) 


(U) 

Recommendation 

— Reference  Description  of  Benefit 


Amount  and/or 
Type  of  Benefit 


C.l. 


C.  2. 


C.  3 . 


D 


Program  Results 
Acknowledgment  of  the 
lead  role  status  of  the 
Hawaii  National  Guard, 
agencies  and 
provides  one  point 
of  contact. 

Economy  and  Efficiency. 
Coordination  of  Hawaii 
National  Guard  and 
U.S.  Army  Western  Command 
counternarcotics  plans 
to  minimize  duplication 
of  effort. 

Economy  and  Efficiency. 
Review  and  adjust  fund¬ 
ing  for  counternarcotics 
support . 

Program  Results. 
Cancellation  of  the 
planned  procurement  of 
the  Secure  Video 
Teleconferencing 
connectivity. 


Nonmonetary. 
Eliminates  con¬ 
fusion  among  the 
law  enforcement 


Undeterminable . 
Serves  to  maximize 
support  to  law 
enforcement  agen¬ 
cies  and  to  prevent 
unneeded  obli¬ 
gations  of  funds. 

Undeterminable. 
Provides  additional 
support . 


Funds  put  to  better 
use  of  $4,000,000  - 
Operation  and 
Maintenance. 
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ACTIVITIES  VISITED  OR  CONTACTED  (U) 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Command,  Control, 
Communications  and  Intelligence),  Washington,  DC 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Reserve  Affairs), 
Washington,  DC 

National  Guard  Bureau,  Washington,  DC 
Hawaii  National  Guard,  Honolulu,  HI 
DoD  Coordinator  for  Drug  Enforcement  Policy  and  Support, 
Washington,  DC 

Regional  Logistics  Support  Office,  Honolulu,  HI 
Joint  Staff,  Washington,  DC 

Department  of  the  Army 

Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  Washington,  DC 
United  States  Army  Pacific,  Fort  Shafter,  HI 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Washington,  DC 
Headquarters,  United  States  Marine  Corps,  Washington,  DC 
Pacific  Fleet,  Pearl  Harbor,  HI 
Naval  Ocean  Systems  Center,  San  Diego,  CA 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Washington,  DC 
Unified  Commands 

Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific  Command,  Camp  H.H.  Smith,  HI 
Intelligence  Center,  Pacific,  Camp  H.M.  Smith,  HI 
Joint  Task  Force  5,  Alameda,  CA 

Defense  Agencies 

Defense  Intelligence  Agency,  Washington,  DC 
National  Security  Agency,  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  MD 

Non-DoD 


Central  Intelligence,  Counternarcotics  Center, 

Washington,  DC 
Department  of  Justice 

Headquarters,  Drug  Enforcement  Administration,  Washington,  DC 
Field  Offices:  San  Francisco,  CA;  Los  Angeles,  CA; 

San  Diego,  CA;  Honolulu,  HI 
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ACTIVITIES  VISITED  OR  CONTACTED  (U)  (Continued) 


(U) 

Non-PoP 

Headquarters#  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service, 

Washington#  PC 

Western  Regional  Office#  Los  Angeles#  CA 
United  States  Border  Patrol,  Laguna  Niguel#  CA 
Oepartraent  of  Transportation 

Headquarters#  U.S.  Coast  Guard#  Washington#  PC 
Pacific  Area  Headquarters#  Alameda#  CA 
11th  Coast  Guard  Pistrict,  Long  Beach#  CA 
Tactical  Law  Enforcement 
14th  Coast  Guard  District,  Honolulu,  HI 
Department  of  Treasury 

Headquarters,  U.S.  Customs  Service#  Washington#  DC 
Western  Regional  Intelligence  Division,  Long  Beach,  CA 
Field  Offices:  San  Francisco,  CA;  Honolulu#  HI; 

Corronado,  CA;  Command,  Control, 

Communications  and  Intelligence  Center-West 
Riverside,  CA 
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FINAL  REPORT  DISTRIBUTION  (U) 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Command,  Control,  Communications 
and  Intelligence) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Force  Management  and  Personnel) 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Reserve  Affairs) 

DoD  Coordinator  for  Drug  Enforcement  Policy  and  Support 
Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defense 

Joint  Staff 


Director,  Joint  Staff 
Department  of  the  Army 
Secretary  of  the  Army 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Financial  Management) 

Army  Audit  Agency 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Secretary  of  the  Navy 
Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Financial  Management) 
Comptroller  of  the  Navy 
Naval  Audit  Service 

Inspector  General  of  the  Marine  Corps 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and 
Comptroller) 

Air  Force  Audit  Agency 

Unified  Commands 


Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific  Command 
United  States  Army,  Pacific 

Defense  Agencies 

Director,  Defense  Intelligence 
Director,  National  Security  Agency 
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FINAL  REPORT  DISTRIBUTION  (U)  (Continued) 


National  Guard  Bureau 
Director,  National  Guard  Bureau 
Non-PoP  Activities 
Department  of  Justice 

Administrator,  Drug  Enforcement  Administration 
El  Paso  Intelligence  Center 
Commissioner,  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
Department  of  State 

Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  International  Narcotics  Matters 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and 
Research 

Office  of  Inspector  General 
Department  of  Transportation 

Commandant,  United  States  Coast  Guard 
Office  of  Inspector  General 
Department  of  Treasury 

Director,  Operation  Alliance 
Commissioner,  United  States  Customs  Service 
Office  of  Inspector  General 
Central  Intelligence  Agency 

Chief  of  Staff,  Counternarcotics  Center 
Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office, 

NSIAD  Technical  Information  Center 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Congressional  Committees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Manpower  and  Personnel,  Committee  on 
Armed  Services 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Preparedness,  Committee  on  Armed 
Services 

Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Committee  on  Armed  Services 

House  Subcommittee  on  Military  Personnel  and  Compensation, 
Committee  on  Armed  Services 

House  Subcommittee  on  Readiness,  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
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FINAL  REPORT  DISTRIBUTION  (U)  (Continued) 


Congressional  Committees  (Continued) 

House  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  intelligence 
House  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  and  Evaluation,  House 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
House  Subcommittee  on  Legislation  and  National  Security, 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
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INTERNET  DOCUMENT  INFORMATION  FORM 


A .  Report  Title:  Support  to  Drug  Interdiction  Efforts  in  the  U.S.  Pacific 
Command 


B.  DATE  Report  Downloaded  From  the  Internet:  07/14/00 


C.  Report’s  Point  of  Contact:  (Name,  Organization,  Address,  Office 
Symbol,  &  Ph  #):  OAIG-AUD  (ATTN:  AFTS  Audit  Suggestions) 

Inspector  General,  Department  of  Defense 
400  Army  Navy  Drive  (Room  801) 

Arlington,  VA  22202-2884 


D.  Currently  Applicable  Classification  Level:  Unclassified 

E.  Distribution  Statement  A:  Approved  for  Public  Release 

F.  The  foregoing  information  was  compiled  and  provided  by: 

DTIC-OCA,  Initials: _ VM _ Preparation  Date  07/14/00 


The  foregoing  information  should  exactly  correspond  to  the  Title,  Report  Number,  and  the  Date  on 
the  accompanying  report  document.  If  there  are  mismatches,  or  other  questions,  contact  the 
above  OCA  Representative  for  resolution. 


